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I.  Summary 


A.    PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  project  sponsor,  Campeau  Corporation  California,  proposes  to  construct  a 
38-story,  combined  office  and  residential  building  in  the  western  Financial 
District.    The  site  is  on  the  block  bounded  by  Bush  St.  on  the  north, 
Montgomery  St.  on  the  east,  Sutter  St.  on  the  south,  and  Kearny  St.  on  the 
west.    The  project  is  intended  to  satisfy  some  of  the  existing  demand  for  both 
office  space  and  housing  in  San  Francisco,  and  to  provide  a  financial  return. 

The  height  of  the  proposed  building  would  be  500  ft.;  the  project  would 
contain  about  634,046  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area.    The  ground  floor  would 
provide  about  10,580  gross  sq.  ft.  of  commercial/retail  space.    Above  the 
ground  level  would  be  the  Terrace  Level,  which  would  contain  11,900  gross 
sq.  ft.  of  office  space,  and  two  publicly  accessible  plazas  totaling 
11,850  sq.  ft.,  accessible  from  two  stairways  on  Bush  St.    The  building  would 
contain  about  521,805  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space,  comprised  of  the  Terrace 
Level  (11,900  sq.  ft.),  29  floors  of  office  space  (501,700  sq.  ft.),  and 
office  lobby  (8,205  sq.  ft.).    Above  the  office  space  would  be  a  mechanical 
floor  and  seven  floors  of  residential  condominiums  containing  56  units.  The 
building  would  include  two  subsurface  parking  levels,  which  through  valet 
parking,  would  accommodate  about  100  vehicles.    Four  truck  and  six  service  van 
spaces,  accessible  from  Bush  St,  would  be  provided  at  the  highest  subsurface 
level . 

There  would  be  a  residential  entry  court  and  lobby  on  Bush  St.  Project 
entrances  would  be  through  a  main  lobby  on  Bush  St.,  a  secondary  entrance  on 
Trinity  St.  near  Sutter  St.,  and  two  sets  of  stairs  from  Bush  St.  leading  to 
the  Terrace  Level  and  public  plazas;  in  addition,  there  would  be  several 
street- level  entries  to  retail  spaces. 

The  31 ,590-sq.-ft.  project  site,  is  zoned  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office)  and  is  in  a 
500-1  Height  and  Bulk  district.    The  six  buildings  on  the  site  range  from  two 
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to  six  stories  and  contain  retail,  commercial,  restaurant,  and  parking  uses. 
Four  of  these  buildings  are  in  mixed  use,  incorporating  ground  floor  retail  or 
restaurant  uses  with  office  or  parking  above.    There  are  two  parking 
structures  on  the  site  containing  360  parking  spaces;  one  building  is  four 
stories,  the  other  seven.    The  seven-story  building,  the  Financial  Center 
Garage,  is  rated  "B"  by  the  Heritage  Foundation  survey  and  "0"  in  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  1976  Architectural  Survey.    All  buildings  on  the 

•  site  are  proposed  to  be  demolished.    In  return  for  a  transfer  of  development 
rights  from  the  adjacent  Hallidie  Building,  a  City  Landmark,  the  sponsor  would 
assist  in  the  preservation  of  that  structure. 

B.    ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

The  proposed  project  would  comply  with  the  restrictions  of  the  500-1  Height 
and  Bulk  district.    Along  the  Bush  St.  property  line  the  tower  would  be  about 
90  ft.  wide;  in  two  set-back  increments  its  width  would  increase  to  a  maximum 
of  152  ft.,  18  ft.  less  than  the  permitted  maximum  of  170  ft.    The  diagonal 
dimension  of  170  ft.  would  be  about  30  ft.  less  than  the  permitted  maximum  of 
200  ft. 

Parcels  comprising  the  site  have  a  basic  permitted  Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR)  of 
14:1.    One-half  of  the  development  rights  of  one  parcel.  Lot  26,  has  been  used 
in  the  101  Montgomery  St.  project  now  under  construction.    Therefore,  at 
present,  413,385  sq.  ft.  could  be  constructed  on  the  site,  corresponding  to  a 
FAR  of  13.1:1.    Transfer  of  119,000  sq.  ft.  from  the  historically  and 
architecturally  significant  Hallidie  Building  (on  Sutter  St.)  is  proposed  for 
an  additional  FAR  of  3.8:1;  and,  the  project  would  qualify  for  113,532  sq.  ft. 
of  bonus  space  to  be  applied  to  housing  (an  FAR  of  3.6:1)  under  the  Interim 
Controls.    The  project  proposes  101,661  sq.  ft.  for  this  use,  11,871  sq.  ft. 
less  than  the  maximum  allowable.    Thus  the  total  FAR  which  could  be  allowed 
for  the  site  would  be  20.4:1,  or  645,917  sq.  ft.    The  proposed  project  would 
have  an  FAR  of  20.1:1  (634,046  sq.  ft.) 

•  The  project  would  result  in  the  demolition  of  the  Financial  Center  Garage, 
rated  B  in  the  Heritage  Survey,  and  0  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  1976 
Architectural  Survey,  and  would  contrast  in  scale  and  design  with  the  group  of 
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retail  buildings  on  the  north  side  of  Sutter  St.,  between  Kearny  and 
Montgomery  Sts.    The  Financial  Center  Garage  meets  the  criteria  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning 's  1980  List  of  Architecturally  and/or  Historically 
Significant  Buildings  in  the  Downtown.    It  was  erroneously  omitted  from  this 
list,  and  351  Bush,  the  Financial  Center  Garage  Annex,  was  erroneously 
included  in  its  place. 

According  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning  housing  formula,  the  project 
would  generate  a  demand  for  about  464  units  of  housing  in  San  Francisco.  The 
project  would  provide  about  56  on-site  residential  units.    Because  these  units 
would  be  on-site  and  would  include  two  bedrooms  each,  they  would  qualify  for 
112  housing  credits  under  the  Office  Housing  Production  Program  guidelines. 
(It  should  be  noted  that  credits  are  not  equivalent  to  units;  that  is,  they 
are  not  interchangeable.) 

Due  to  the  prominence  of  taller  structures  in  the  area,  the  project  would  not 
be  a  major  visual  element  on  the  City  skyline.    The  project  would  be  visible 
from  some  mid-  and  long-range  viewpoints,  including  Twin  Peaks.    It  would 
interrupt  some  views  of  Potrero  Hill  and  the  Hunter-Dulin  Building  from  the 
northwest.    From  immediately  surrounding  streets,  particularly  west  of  the 
project  site,  the  building  would  be  visible  above  adjacent  structures;  from 
•    Sutter  St.  it  would  be  visible  above  the  Hallidie  Building.  From 

Montgomery  St.  and  east  of  the  project  site  on  Bush  St.  the  project  would  be 
partially  blocked  from  view  by  the  Alexander  Building  and  the  28-story 
101  Montgomery  St.  building,  currently  under  construction. 

The  project  shadow  pattern  would  largely  coincide  with  shadows  cast  by 
existing  structures  and  the  101  Montgomery  St.  building  now  under 
construction.    The  project  would  shade  northern  sidewalks  on  Bush  St.  in 
summer  months  and  would  create  a  more  extended  shadow  pattern  than  exists  at 
present,  predominantly  north  and  northeast  of  the  site.    The  project  would  not 
shade  any  existing  public  parks  or  open  space. 

As  a  result  of  the  project,  wind  speed  ratios  (the  ratio  of  wind  speeds  at  the 
surface  to  wind  speeds  at  about  1000  ft.  above  the  surface)  for  west  winds  on 
Bush  St.  (on  both  sides  of  the  street  and  east  of  Montgomery  St.),  would 
increase  from  low  to  moderately  low.    Wind  speed  ratios  of  southwest  winds 
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would  increase  but  remain  moderate  at  the  Kearny  /  Sutter  Sts.  intersection, 
and  would  decrease  slightly  from  moderate  to  the  low  end  of  moderate  and 
moderately  low  at  other  locations  on  Kearny  St.  including  its  intersections 
with  Hardie  Place  and  Bush  St.    Wind  speed  ratios  for  northwest  winds  would 
increase  slightly  at  most  locations  measured,  and  would  decrease  on 
Trinity  St.    These  effects  take  into  consideration  potential  construction  of 
highrises  proposed  for  222  Kearny,  and  466  and  350  Bush  St. 

The  project  would  cause  demolition  of  the  six  existing  buildings  on  site, 
which  include  17,670  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space,  27,157  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
retail  and  restaurant  space  and  89,376  gross  sq.  ft.  of  parking  space  (360 
spaces).    Upon  completion,  the  project  would  result  in  about  521,805  gross 
sq.  ft.  of  office  space,  an  increase  of  500,010  sq.  ft.;  101,661  gross  sq.  ft. 
of  residential  space  where  there  is  now  none;  100  parking  spaces,  a  decrease 
of  260  spaces;  and  approximately  10,580  gross  sq.  ft.  of  commercial/retail 
space,  a  decrease  of  about  12,452  sq.  ft. 

The  net  increase  in  permanent  employment  at  the  site  would  be  about  1,995 
jobs,  upon  project  completion.    About  2,390  secondary  jobs  in  other  sectors  of 
the  Bay  Area  economy  would  also  result  from  the  project.    The  project  would 
require  about  550  person-years  of  construction  labor  over  a  nearly  two-year 
construction  period.    About  850  additional  labor-years  of  employment  would  be 
generated  in  the  Bay  Area  as  a  result  of  the  multiplier  effect  of  project 
construction. 

The  project  would  cause  negligible  peak-hour  increases  in  traffic  volumes  on 
freeway  feeder  streets  and  streets  near  the  proposed  project.    The  impact  of 
the  project  would  be  an  imperceptible  lessening  of  the  level  of  service  of 
traffic  operation  on  the  street  system,  as  increases  are  expected  to  be  offset 
by  the  removal  of  the  Financial  Center  Garage.    Traffic  currently  using  the 
Financial  Center  Garage  would  be  expected  to  redistribute  to  other  available 
garages  in  the  project  area  (including  the  Sutter/Stockton  Garage). 

Traffic  from  cumulative  development  (including  this  project)  in  the  Downtown 
would  cause  the  level  of  service  to  worsen  from  D  to  F  at  the  intersections  of 
Mission  St.  at  Beale  St.  and  at  Main  St.    The  project  would  require  seven 
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I  off-street  loading  spaces  which  would  be  provided  by  a  combination  of  four 

truck  and  six  service  van  spaces  on  the  highest  subsurface  level. 

Of  the  53  Muni  lines  serving  the  Downtown  San  Francisco  area,  39  operate 
1  within  a  walking  distance  of  2,000  ft.  of  the  site.    Considering  trips  to  be 

'  generated  by  cumulative  development  (including  this  project)  in  the  Downtown, 

I  it  is  estimated  that  in  1987,  8  of  these  lines  would  operate  beyond  maximum 

I  recommended  capacity  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  if  current  service  levels  were 

maintained.    The  project  would  contribute  about  390  peak-hour  trips  to  these 
I  lines,  generally  less  than  a  two  percent  increase. 

I  Air  quality  impacts  associated  with  operation  of  the  project  would  result 

primarily  from  vehicle  emissions.    Implementation  of  the  project  would  add  to 
I  local  and  regional  accumulations  of  pollutants  during  adverse  meteorological 

'  conditions.    The  project  alone  would  have  no  measurable  impact  on  citywide  or 

I  regional  air  pollutant  concentrations  or  on  the  frequency  of  violations  of  the 

I  standards.    Cumulative  development,  including  the  project,  could  increase 

ambient  concentrations  of  pollutants  although  no  violations  of  standards  are 
projected.    The  project  would  generate  less  than  five  one-hundredths  of  one 
percent  of  the  1987  cumulative  Bay  Area  output  of  each  major  air  pollutant. 

Estimated  total  annual  energy  use  for  the  project  would  be  164  billion  Btu 
I  at-source.    The  structure  would  be  designed  in  accordance  with  the  minimum 

»  State  energy  efficiency  standards.    The  project's  heating,  ventilating,  and 

.  air  conditioning  (HVAC)  system  would  be  controlled  for  maximum  efficiency. 

I  Energy  used  by  the  project  would  add  to  growth  of  cumulative  consumption 

downtown  but  servicing  the  project  would  not  necessitate  construction  of  any 
•  new  power  plants.    PG&E  would  be  able  to  supply  energy  to  the  project  without 

the  Diablo  Canyon  nuclear  plant,  but  at  higher  costs  than  projected  with  the 

plant. 

j  Construction  activities  would  temporarily  increase  noise  levels  in  the  site 

vicinity.    The  project  would  be  expected  to  use  a  mat  foundation,  which  would 
.  not  require  pile  driving.    Daytime  sleepers  in  the  Stanford  Hotel,  adjacent  to 

I  the  site,  would  be  disturbed  by  noise  levels  of  up  to  88  dBA  intermittently 

during  the  12-month  excavation  and  frame  erection  period. 
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The  presence  of  56  residential  condominiums  on  the  western  edge  of  the  City's 
Financial  District  could  generate  a  demand  for  domestic  retail  services.  To 
the  extent  that  such  services  are  not  located  within  the  project,  new 
facilities  could  be  induced  to  locate  in  the  vicinity.    The  placement  of 
residential  units  in  this  location  could  encourage  other  new  development  in 
the  Financial  District  to  include  housing. 

C.    MITIGATION  MEASURES 

Primary  mitigation  measures  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  include: 

The  project  sponsor  would  provide  public  open  space  areas,  multiple 
building  entrances,  and  side  setbacks  to  enhance  the  pedestrian 
environment  of  the  Financial  District,  facilitate  access  to  the  building 
and  reduce  the  cumulative  effect  on  pedestrians  of  high-rise  structures  in 
the  vicinity. 

Variations  in  the  vertical  building  faces  at  the  corners  of  the  tower, 
including  Terrace  Level  setbacks  from  Bush  St.,  would  result  in  an  overall 
sculptured  shape,  reducing  the  apparent  scale  and  bulk  of  the  building  as 
viewed  from  pedestrian  level. 

The  project  would  include  pedestrian  amenities  along  Trinity  and 
Bush  Sts.,  in  ground-level  areas  and  on  the  public  plazas  of  the  Terrace 
Level.    These  amenities  would  include  pedestrian- scale  retail  uses  on  Bush 
St.  and  Trinity  St.;  landscaping  designed  to  contribute  to  a  visually 
interesting  streetscape;  multiple  building  entrances;  and  two  public 
plazas  removed  from  the  street  and  enhanced  for  public  use  by  landscaping, 
lighting,  seating  areas  and  wind  protection. 

The  project  would  include  a  total  of  56  residential  condominiums 
containing  a  total  of  112  bedrooms,  partial ly  mi tigating  increased  demands 
on  the  City's  housing  supply  which  would  be  generated  by  the  project's 
office  development. 
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The  project  sponsor  would  comply  with  any  measures  adopted  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  (pending  the  outcome  of  litigation)  for  funding  of  transit 
development  and  improvement  to  meet  the  peak  transit  demands  caused  by 
cumulative  office  development  in  the  Downtown  area. 

A  transportation  broker  would  be  located  in  the  project  management  office 
to  encourage  transit  use  through  the  on-site  sale  of  BART,  Golden  Gate 
Bridge  District,  and  Muni  passes  to  employees,  and  to  encourage  employee 
car  pool  and  van  pool  systems  in  cooperation  with  RIDES  for  Bay  Area 
Commuters . 

Within  a,  year  of  full  project  occupancy,  the  project  sponsor  would  conduct 
a  survey,  in  accordance  with  methodology  approved  by  the  Department  of 
City  Planning,  to  assess  actual  trip  generation  patterns  of  project 
occupants  and  actual  pick-up  and  drop-off  areas  for  carpools  and  vanpools, 
and  would  make  this  survey  available  to  the  Department. 

A  variable  air-volume  ventilation  system,  equipped  with  an  economizer 
cycle  to  reduce  energy  consumption  for  heating,  ventilation,  and  air 
conditioning,  would  be  used. 

The  building  would  be  equipped  with  a  trash  compactor  for  use  by 
commercial,  office  and  residential  tenants  to  reduce  the  volume  of  solid 
waste  requiring  storage  and  transport. 

The  project  would  be  designed  in  accordance  with  the  noise  control 
guidelines  contained  in  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San 
Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan  for  both  residential  and  office  uses. 

The  general  contractor  would  construct  barriers  around  the  site,  and 
around  stationary  equipment  such  as  compressors,  which  would  reduce 
construction  noise  by  as  much  as  5  dBA.    Whenever  possible,  the  general 
contractor  would  locate  stationary  equipment  in  pit  areas  or  excavated 
areas  which  would  serve  as  noise  barriers. 

A  detailed  foundation  and  structural  design  study  would  be  conducted  for 
the  building  by  a  California-licensed  structural  engineer  and  a 
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California-licensed  geotechnical  consultant.  The  project  sponsor  would 
follow  the  recommendations  of  these  studies  during  the  final  design  and 
construction  of  the  project. 

Excavation  pit  walls  would  be  shored  and  protected  from  slumping  or 
lateral  movement  of  soils  into  the  pit. 

The  level  of  the  water  table  and  potential  settlement  and  subsidence  would 
be  monitored  by  the  general  contractor. 

D.    ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

Alternative  1-A,  the  no-project  alternative,  would  retain  the  existing 
structures.    Environmental  characteristics  of  this  alternative  would  be  the 
same  as  with  present  conditions. 

Alternative  1-B  would  be  the  same  project  as  proposed,  developed  elsewhere  in 
San  Francisco's  Financial  District  or  in  another  Bay  Area  location.    If  this 
project  were  developed  at  another  site  within  the  Financial  District,  impacts 
similar  to  the  potential  environmental  impacts  attributable  to  the  project  and 
described  in  Section  IV,  pp.  60-140,  would  occur  at  the  alternative  location. 

Development  elsewhere  in  San  Francisco  would  be  limited  to  the  C-3-0  district 
and  would  result  in  specific  impacts  comparable  to  those  of  the  project, 
depending  on  the  alternative  location's  conditions  and  existing  uses. 

Development  outside  of  San  Francisco  would  probably  involve  an  office  building 
without  on-site  housing;  the  magnitude  of  the  impacts  of  such  an  alternative 
cannot  now  be  accurately  determined  though  the  types  of  impacts  would  be 
similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project. 

Alternative  1-C  would  postpone  site  development  at  the  proposed  location 
without  precluding  development  of  the  project  elsewhere.    Postponement  of 
development  at  this  site  could  result  in  piecemeal  development  if  portions  of 
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the  site  were  sold.    Long-term  protection  of  the  Hallidie  Building,  through 
the  project's  proposed  transfer  and  utilization  of  its  unused  air  rights, 
would  not  be  assured. 

Alternative  2  would  be  a  building  constructed  in  accordance  with  the 
Pre-Interim  Controls  requirements,  using  maximum  allowable  bonuses  applied  to 
office  uses,  and  transfer  of  development  rights  from  the  Hallidie  Building  to 
generate  the  maximum  amount  of  office  space.    Office  space  only  would  be 
provided  under  this  alternative.    The  alternative,  because  it  would  allow 
development  of  a  building  as  large,  or  larger,  than  the  proposed  project, 
would  have  impacts  as  great,  or  greater,  than  those  described  in  the 
Environmental  Impact  section  of  this  report.    This  alternative  has  been 
included  for  purposes  of  comparison  with  the  project  as  proposed,  which  would 
conform  to  the  current  Interim  Controls  and  all  existing  height,  bulk  and 
zoning  requirements.    This  alternative  is  currently  unavailable  for 
implementation  because  current  Interim  Controls  provide  that  bonus  space  may 
only  be  applied  to  housing. 

Alternative  3  would  be  a  mixed-use  project  developed  under  the  Interim 
Controls  for  office  and  residential  uses  that  would  provide  136  residential 
units  on  site.    The  design  would  be  similar  to  the  proposed  project.  Setbacks 
for  the  residential  floors  would  begin  at  floor  21  of  the  tower,  rather  than 
the  32nd  floor  as  proposed;  building  height  would  be  500  ft,  as  for  the 
project.    This  alternative  would  provide  about  55%  less  office  space  and  more 
than  two  times  as  much  housing  as  the  proposed  project,  136  units  compared  to 
56  for  the  project.    Retail  space  would  be  increased  by  about  eight  percent. 
Impacts  on  urban  design,  construction  noise,  geology,  seismology,  and 
hydrology  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  project.    There  would  be  about  55% 
less  employment  provided;  revenues  to  the  City's  General  Fund  would  be 
decreased  because  of  the  revenue  lost  from  primary  and  secondary  effects  of 
site  employment. 

Alternative  4  would  be  a  project  conforming  to  all  Guiding  Downtown 
Development  (Department  of  City  Planning,  May  1981)  (GDD)  policies.  The 
Financial  Center  Garage  building  at  355  Bush  St.  would  be  preserved.  A 
building  would  be  built  with  an  office  FAR  of  12:1,  plus  transfer  from  the 
preserved  structure  up  to  an  FAR  of  3:1,  a  retail  bonus  (0.5:1),  for  a  maximum 
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FAR  of  15.5:1.    The  building  would  conform  to  the  proposed  GDD  height  limit  of 
400  ft.  and  would  have  upper  level  setbacks  similar  to  the  project.  The 
Financial  Center  Garage  has  been  determined  to  be  unsuited  to  conversion  to 
office  use;  it  would  be  retained  for  valet  parking  with  this  alternative.  Lot 
28,  owned  by  the  sponsor,  could  not  be  used  due  to  its  physical  separation 
from  the  rest  of  the  site,  which  would  result  from  preservation  of  the 
Financial  Center  Garage.    This  alternative  would  result  in  a  building  with 
about  70%  of  the  gross  office/commercial  area  of  the  project.    It  would  result 
in  fewer  jobs,  less  revenue  to  the  City,  and  no  provision  of  on-site  housing. 
Impacts  of  this  alternative  upon  urban  design,  air  quality,  energy 
consumption,  and  construction  noise  would  be  less  than  those  of  the  project. 
Increased  transportation  impacts  from  the  preservation  of  the  garage  would  be 
more  than  offset  by  the  decreased  size  of  this  alternative.    The  222,336  sq. 
ft,  of  housing  proposed  to  be  required  under  GDD  due  to  construction  of  office 
space  would  be  provided  off  site.    The  GDD  open  or  recreational  space 
recommendation  for  office  developments  would  be  met  on  the  rooftop  and  terrace 
level  plazas.    If  the  on-site  B-rated  structure  were  preserved  and  its 
development  rights  transferred,  the  project  sponsor  would  not  need  to  obtain 
development  rights  from  the  Hallidie  Building  and  would  therefore  not 
contribute  to  its  long-term  protection. 

Alternative  5-A  would  retain  the  existing  360  parking  spaces  on  the  site  . 

®  This  alternative  would  maintain  360  parking  spaces  on  the  site  by  increasing 
the  depth  of  subsurface  excavation  and  the  number  of  subsurface  levels  in  the 

®   project.    In  most  respects,  including  housing  and  office  use,  this  alternative 
would  have  impacts  similar  to  those  of  the  project.    In  addition,  the  existing 
parking  supply  would  be  maintained.    Local  traffic  conditions  would  be  worse 
than  those  from  the  proposed  project,  because,  in  addition  to  people  with 
destinations  in  the  project,  the  360  parking  spaces  would  continue  to  attract 
over  three  times  as  many  automobiles  to  the  site  to  park  as  would  the 

©  project's  proposed  100  spaces.    This  alternative  would  result  in  increased 
geologic  and  hydrologic  impacts  compared  to  the  project. 

©  Alternative  5-B  would  be  similar  to  the  project  except  that  it  would  retain 
360  parking  spaces  on  the  site  by  providing  360  spaces  above  grade.  This 
alternative  would  have  similar  impacts  to  Alternative  5-A,  with  the  exception 
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of  geologic  and  hydrologic  impacts,  which  would  be  decreased  due  to  decreased 
depth  of  excavation. 

Alternative  5-C  would  be  identical  to  the  project  except  that  parking  would  be 
provided  only  for  residents.    One  parking  level  would  contain  either  14 
parking  spaces  (one  for  every  four  dwelling  units,  conforming  to  the  Planning 
Code  minimum)  or  56  parking  spaces  (one  for  each  dwelling  unit).    100  spaces 
are  proposed  for  the  project.    The  highest  subsurface  level  would  contain 
loading  and  service  areas  identical  to  the  project.    Impacts  of  this 
alternative  would  be  the  same  as  those  of  the  project  with  the  exception  of 
traffic.    About  half  as  many  vehicles  would  enter  and  exit  the  garage  and 
traffic  impacts  would  be  slightly  lessened. 

Alternative  6  would  be  a  mixed  use  building  conforming  to  Interim  Controls 
with  office  and  residential  space  similar  to  the  project,  but  with  less  retail 
space.    The  building  would  not  have  a  base  built  out  to  the  property  lines  on 
Bush  and  Trinity  Sts.;  the  tower  would  rise  from  a  ground  level  plaza.  A 
ground-level  plaza  would  replace  the  project's  terrace  level  plaza  and  the 
base  of  the  alternative  would  not  extend  beyond  the  footprint  of  the  tower. 

Impacts  of  this  alternative  on  construction  noise,  geology,  seismology, 
hydrology,  architectural  and  cultural  resources,  energy,  air  quality, 
economics,  and  transportation  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  project.  This 
alternative  would  not  maintain  a  continuous  building  frontage  along  Bush  and 
Trinity  Sts.,  therefore  some  shadows  on  Bush  St.  would  be  eliminated. 
Street-level  wind  impacts  would  be  increased. 
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II.    Project  Description 


A.    PROJECT  SPONSOR'S  OBJECTIVES 

The  project  sponsor  is  Campeau  Corporation  California.    Campeau  proposes  to 
construct  a  38-story,  combined  office  and  residential  building  on  a  portion  of 
Assessor's  Block  288  fronting  Bush  St.  and  Trinity  St.  .    The  sponsor's 
objectives  are  to  realize  an  adequate  return  on  its  investment,  to  develop  and 
manage  a  high-quality  project  that  provides  office  and  retail  space  and 
supplies  on-site  housing  and,  to  promote  active  day  and  evening  use  of  San 
Francisco's  downtown  district.    The  sponsor  intends  the  project  to  be  in 
concert  with  many  of  the  expressed  goals  of  the  City  including  those  reflected 
in  Guiding  Downtown  Development. 

The  project  architect  is  Skidmore,  Owings  &  Merrill  of  San  Francisco. 


B.    PROJECT  LOCATION 

The  project  site  includes  lots  20,  21,  22,  23,  26,  and  28  in  Assessor's  Block 
288.    The  block  is  bounded  on  the  north  by  Bush  St.,  on  the  south  by 
Sutter  St.,  on  the  west  by  Kearny  St.  and  on  the  east  by  Montgomery  St.  (see 
Figures  1  and  2,  pp.  14  and  15).    The  31 ,590-sq.-ft .  project  site  is  zoned 
C-3-0  (Downtown  Office)  and  is  in  a  500-1  Height  and  Bulk  district  (see 
Figures  14  and  15,  pp.  37  and  38).    Table  1  shows  the  existing  uses  on  the 
site.    Lot  26,  at  25  Trinity  St.,  is  occupied  by  a  brick  building  of  2  stories 
and  basement  containing  the  Trinity  Place  restaurant  and  bar.    Half  of  the 
development  rights  for  this  parcel,  which  has  a  total  site  area  of  4,125 
sq.  ft.,  were  used  for  the  101  Montgomery  St.  building  now  under  construction 
across  Trinity  St.  from  the  project  site.    The  unused  portion  of 
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TABLE  1:    EXISTING  USES  AT  THE  PROJECT  SITE:  Assessor's  Block  288 


Lot* 

Address 

Existing  Use 

Square  feet 
(Lot  j 

n  r  n  <^  ^ 

Square  feet 
( du 1 1 d 1 ng  j 

Stories 

c.  u 

355  Bush  Restaurant/Parking 
(Financial  Center  Garage  building) 

o , D y'+ 

DU  ,10  0 

7 

21 

351  Bush           Parking  Garage 
(Financial  Center  Garage  Annex) 

9,453 

37,812 

4 

22 

323-329  Bush 

Retail/Office' 

4  125 

1?  375 

23 

315-321  Bush 

Restaurant/Office 

2,063 

8,252 

4 

26 

25  Trinity 

Restaurant/Bar 

4,125** 

12,375 

3 

28 

365  Bush 

Office 

3,231 

3,231 

1 

TOTALS 

31,590 

134,203 

Parking 
Restaurant/Bar 
Office 
Retail 

89,376 
23,032 
17,670 
4,125 

*    See  Figure  2,  p.  15  for  the  lot  locations. 

**  Note:  One-half  the  development  rights  of  this  parcel,  or  28,875  sq.  ft., 
were  used  for  the  101  Montgomery  St.  project,  now  under  construction. 


SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


the  development  rights,  28,875  sq.  ft.,  would  be  used  for  the  proposed 
project.    Lot  23,  at  the  corner  of  Bush  St.  and  Trinity  St.,  is  occupied  by  a 
4-story  structure  with  the  Metropol  restaurant  on  the  ground  floor  and  office 
space  above.    The  Jerome  Building,  on  Lot  22  with  frontage  on  Trinity  St.  and 
primary  frontage  on  Bush  St.,  contains  three  stories  of  office  space  over 
street-level  commercial  space.    Lot  21  is  occupied  by  a  4-story  parking 
structure  and  Lot  20  by  a  7-story  parking  structure  with  ground  floor 

commercial  space  occupied  by  the  Salmagundi  restaurant.    The  parking  garage  on 
Lot  20  at  355  Bush  St.,  is  rated  "B"  in  the  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's 
Architectural  Heritage's  (Heritage)  1979  Splendid  Survivors  survey  of 
architecturally  and  historically  significant  buildings  in  San  Francisco  and 
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FIGURE  1: 

SOURCE:   Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.  Project  Location 
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FIGURE  2: 

Project  Site  and  Vicinity 


SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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"0"  on  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning 's  1976  Architectural 
Survey.    No  other  buildings  on  the  site  are  rated  in  either  survey.  The 
adjacent  Lot  28  contains  a  two-story  office  building.    All  buildings  on  the 
site  would  be  demolished. 

C.       PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 

The  proposed  project  would  be  a  38-story,  500-f oot-tal 1  combined  office  and 
residential  building  with  retail  ground  floor  uses,  over  two  basement  levels. 
The  project  would  front  Bush  and  Trinity  Sts.  (see  Figure  3,  p.  19).  The 
total  allowable  building  area  for  the  site  has  been  calculated  as  follows: 
(1)  all  the  undeveloped  floor  area  of  Lots  20,  21,  22,  23,  and  28  (27,465  sq. 
ft.)  at  an  FAR  of  14:1,  or  384,510  sq.  ft.;  (2)  one-half  of  the  undeveloped 
floor  area  of  Lot  26  (2,062  sq.  ft.)  at  an  FAR  of  14:1,  or  28,875  sq.  ft.  (the 
other  half  having  been  used  for  101  Montgomery  St.);  (3)  transfer  of  119,000 
sq.  ft.  of  undeveloped  floor  area  from  the  Hallidie  Building;  and,  (4)  bonuses 
under  Interim  Controls  for  rapid  transit  proximity,  multiple  entrances, 
plazas,  and  side  setback  for  113,532  sq.  ft.    Total  allowable  building  area  as 
calculated  above  would  be  645,917  sq.  ft.    (See  Table  2,  p.  17  for  building 
area  calculations.)    The  proposed  project  would  comply  with  applicable  height, 
bulk,  land  use,  and  floor  area  requirements,  including  the  transfers  and 
bonuses  allowed  under  Interim  Controls  currently  in  effect  in  the  C-3-0 
district. 

The  proposed  project  would  contain  634,046  sq.  ft.  in  retail,  office  and 
residential  use.    Space  for  mechanical  equipment,  parking  and  service  areas, 
not  counted  against  the  code  permitted  gross  floor  area,  would  total 
77,700  sq.  ft.  (two  basement  levels  at  30,100  sq.  ft.  each  and  one  full 
mechanical  floor  of  17,500  sq.  ft.).    The  building  base,  including  ground 
floor  lobbies,  retail  space  and  parking  and  service  vehicle  entry,  would  be 
built  out  to  the  sidewalk  with  a  continuous  building  frontage  of  244  ft.  on 
Bush  St.  and  170  ft.  along  Trinity  St.  (see  Figure  4,  p.  20).    The  building 
base  would  be  about  30  ft.  high  at  the  corner  of  Bush  St.  and  Trinity  St. 
Office  and  residential  space  would  be  contained  in  a  tower  137  by  152  ft. 
centered  approximately  on  the  Bush  St.  frontage.    At  its  highest  point,  the 
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TABLE  2:    PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 


GROSS  AND  NET  FLOOR  AREAS  PROPOSED  BY  LEVEL  (top  to  bottom  of  building) 

PROPOSED 
GROSS  SQ.FT 


LEVEL  (Use) 

Levels  32-38  (Residential) 
(Seven  Levels  =  91,350) 
(Street  Lobby  =       4,31 1) 
(Elevator  Shaft  =  6,000) 

Level  31  (Mechanical) 

Levels  1-30  (Office) 

(29  Levels  =  501,700  /3/) 
(Terrace  Level  =  11  ,900) 

Ground  Level  (Lobby/Retail) 
(Lobby    =  8,205) 
(Retail  =  10,580) 

SubleveTs  (Service/Parking) 
(2  levels  at  30,100) 


AREA  FIGURED  IN 
CODE  GROSS  SQ.FT./V 


NET 
SQ.  FT 


TOTALS. 
SUMMARY 


101,661 

17,500 
513,600  111 

18,785 

60,200 
71  1  ,746  . 


101,661 


Undetermined 
(56  units) 


513,600 


18,785 


459,220 


9,100 


Gross  Office  =  521  ,805 
Gross  Retail    =  10,580 


HEIGHT  AND  BULK  MEASUREMENTS 


.  .  .  634,046 

Net  Office  =  459,220 
Net  Retail    =  9,100 


FLOOR  AREA  CALCULATIONS 


Proposed 

Allowable  /4/ 

Item 

Floor  Area 

FAR 

Height: 

500  ft. 

500  ft. 

Basic  FAR  /5/ 

413,385 

13.08 

Length: 

152  ft. 

170  ft. 

Transfer 

1 19,000 

3.76 

Diagonal 

Bonus  Space 

113,532 

3.59 

Dimension: 

170  ft. 

200  ft. 

Total  Allowable 

645,917 

20.44 

Proposed  Project 

634,046 

20.07 

•  REQUESTED  BONUS  SPACE  (Section  126  of  the  City  Planning  Code)/6/ 


Multiple  Building  Entrances  20,000  sq.  ft. 

Rapid  Transit  Proximity  6,500  sq.  ft. 

Plaza  (west)  30,293  sq.  ft. 

Plaza  (east)  18,095  sq.  ft 

Side  setback  38,644  sq.  ft. 

Total  Bonus  Floor  Area  1  13 ,532  sq.  ft. 


(NOTE:    Plaza  areas  not 
at  least  30  ft.  wide 
have  not  been  included  in 
the  bonus  calculations 


(Please  see  next  page  for  footnotes) 
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II.    Project  Description 


TABLE  2:    PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS  (continued) 


NOTES 

/V  CODE  GROSS  SQ.  FT.  refers  to  Section  102.8  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Code  which  describes  uses  in  relation  to  calculation  of  allowable  floor 
area. 

HI  Each  office  floor  would  have  200  gross  sq.  ft.  of  residential  elevator 
shaft  area  within  the  floor's  gross  area  of  17,500.    The  Terrace  Level 
office  floor  would  also  have  200  gross  sq.  ft    of  residential  elevator 
shaft  within  the  floor's  gross  area  of  12,100  sq.  ft.    Thus,  gross  office 
sq.  ft.  was  calculated  as  29  floors  times  17,300  sq.  ft.  per  floor  and  the 
Terrace  Level  was  calculated  as  11,900  sq.  ft.,  according  to  Section  102.8 
of  the  City  Planning  Code. 

/3/  Excludes  6,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  residential  elevator  core;  this  area  has 
been  added  to  the  gross  floor  area  of  the  residential  space. 

/4/  Section  270  of  the  City  Planning  Code. 

/5/  Section  124  of  the  City  Planning  Code  allows  a  Basic  FAR  of  14:1;  however, 
since  half  of  the  development  rights  for  Lot  26  have  been  used  in  the 
development  of  the  adjacent  101  Montgomery  St.  building,  calculated  over 
the  entire  site,  the  present  available  FAR  is  13.1:1. 
•   /6/  Bonus  space  may  only  be  used  for  housing.    The  project  proposes  to  use 
101,661  sq.  ft.  of  this  space  for  housing.    The  remaining  11,871  sq.  ft. 
of  bonus  space  would  not  be  used. 


SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.;  Skidmore,  Owings  &  Merrill 


building  would  be  500  ft.  tall;  portions  of  the  tower  would  terminate  at  lower 
levels  (see  Figures  3,  9,  and  10,  pp.  19,  27,  and  28).    The  podium  rooftop 
would  provide  two  public  plazas  at  the  east  and  west  sides  of  the  project, 
surrounding  the  first  office  floor  or  Terrace  Level,  (see  Figure  6,  p.  22  for 
the  Terrace  Level  plan).    The  Terrace  Level  would  be  reached  from  within  the 
building  and  from  two  broad  staircases,  accessible  from  Bush  St.  to  the  public 
during  business  hours.    The  plazas  would  be  developed  for  public  use  with 
landscaping,  seating,  evening  lighting  and  wind  protection. 


There  would  be  seven  residential  floors  at  the  top  of  the  tower  containing 
56  condominium  units;  the  total  residential  area  would  be  101,661  sq.  ft.  (FAR 
of  3.2:1).    The  29  office  floors,  together  with  the  office  space  on  the 
Terrace  Level  (second  floor)  would  total  about  521,805  sq.  ft.  (FAR  of 
®  16.5:1)    The  typical  office  floor  would  have  a  gross  area  of  17,300  sq.  ft. 
and  a  net  area  of  about  15,500  sq.  ft.    The  Terrace  Level  public  plazas  east 
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II.    Project  Description 

and  west  of  the  tower  would  be  about  6 ,600-sq .-ft .  and  5,250  sq.  ft., 
respectively.    Each  plaza  would  be  accessible  by  broad  (10  ft.)  stairs  from 
Bush  St.,  or  through  the  main  lobby  of  the  building.    The  street  level  would 
contain  about  18,785  gross  sq.  ft.,  including  a  8,205  sq.  ft.  lobby  and  10,580 
gross  sq.  ft.  (FAR  of  .3:1)  in  retail  space  fronting  on  Bush  and  Trinity  Sts. 
Two  basement  levels  for  service  and  parking  would  contain  30,100  gross  sq.  ft. 
each,  a  total  of  60,200  sq.  ft.    Valet  parking  would  accommodate  about  100 
parking  spaces;  four  loading  docks  and  six  service  van  spaces  are  proposed.  A 
full  mechancial  floor  of  17,500  sq.  ft.  would  separate  the  office  floors  from 
the  residential  units. 

The  base  structure,  or  podium,  would  extend  the  full  perimeter  of  the  project 
site  from  the  rear  of  the  French  Bank  building  on  Sutter  St.  to  the  Hotel 
Stanford  on  Bush  St.    The  tower  would  be  sited  to  maximize  its  distance  from 
existing  and  proposed  structures  while  maintaining  a  prominent  visual 
relationship  to  the  important  Financial  District  intersection  of  Bush  and 
Montgomery  Sts.    The  structural  tube  construction  of  the  tower  would  result  in 
regular,  framed  window  openings.    The  exterior  surface  would  be  light  and 
medium  grey  granites;  the  windows  in  the  base  structure  would  be  clear,  and 
those  in  the  tower  would  be  lightly  tinted.    The  tower  shape,  as  designed, 
would  place  smaller  floors  at  the  higher  levels;  the  top  of  the  tower  would  be 
cut-away,  or  configured  in  a  manner  compatible  with  residential  unit  planning 
(greater  ratio  of  perimeter  length  to  interior  area  than  for  office  floors). 
The  architects  intend  that  the  tower  design  result  in  both  bulk  and  color 
variation  when  viewed  from  a  distance. 


D.    PROJECT  OCCUPANCY 

The  ground  floor  would  contain  about  10,580  gross  sq.  ft.  of  retail  space 
(about  15,900  sq.  ft.  of  net  rentable  space)  which  is  expected  to  accommodate 
about  eight  tenants.    Commercial  retail  activities  could  include  uses  such  as 
a  restaurant;  gift,  apparel,  or  stationery  store;  advertising  or  travel 
agency;  and  resident-serving  businesses  such  as  a  grocery  or  dry  cleaner. 

Including  the  Terrace  Level,  approximately  459,220  net  sq.  ft.  of  office  space 

is  expected  to  be  leased  to  about  100  tenants.    Tenants  are  expected  to  be 

primarily  attorneys,  accountants,  professional  business  service  and  financial 
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II.    Project  Description 

service  companies.    The  sponsor  anticipates  that  most  tenant  firms  would  have 
a  larger  proportion  of  management  and  professional/technical  staff  than 
clerical  staff.    The  project  sponsor  would  manage  and  maintain  the  proposed 
building  and  provide  service  to  tenants  through  a  permanent,  full-time, 
on-site  management  team. 

E.    PROJECT  SCHEDULE,  COST  AND  APPROVAL  REQUIREMENTS 
PROJECT  SCHEDULE 

Detailed  project  design  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  late  1982  or  early 
1983.    Demolition  and  site  clearance  are  anticipated  to  require  approximately 
two  months;  excavation  and  foundations  about  five  months;  steel  erection  seven 
months;  because  some  of  these  periods  overlap,  the  building  shell  would  be 
completed  in  12  months.    Interior  finishing  of  office  and  residential  floors 
would  be  completed  within  12  months  after  the  completion  of  the  building 
shell,  a  total  construction  period  of  about  two  years.    Initial  project 
occupancy  is  scheduled  for  early  1985  ,  with  full  occupancy  by  late  1985. /I/ 

COST 

The  estimated  construction  cost  of  the  project  is  $70,000,000  (1982  dollars) 
including  demolition,  excavation,  building  shell  and  interior  improvements. 
Ground-floor  retail  space  is  expected  to  rent  for  approximately  $50  per  sq. 
ft.  per  year.    Office  space  is  expected  to  rent  for  approximately  $36  per 
sq.  ft.  per  year.    (Both  figures  are  in  1982  dollars).    Residential  units  are 
expected  to  sell  for  about  $300  per  sq.  ft.,  or  from  about  $300,000  to  500,000 
in  1982  dollars. 72/ 

APPROVAL  REQUIREMENTS 

Following  a  public  hearing  before  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  the  Draft 
EIR,  responses  to  all  written  and  oral  comments  will  be  prepared,  and  the  EIR 
will  be  revised  as  appropriate  and  presented  to  the  City  Planning  Commission 
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FIGURE  9:  Bush  Street  Elevation 
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Alexander  BIdg.  PROJECT  Russ  BIdg. 


SOURCE:  skidmore.  owings  and  Merrill  FIGURE  10:  Rendering  of  Proposed  Project 

(View  from  Bush  and  Montgomery  Sts.) 
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II.    Project  Description 

for  certification  as  to  accuracy  and  completeness.    No  permits  may  be  issued 
until  the  Final  EIR  is  certified. 

Under  its  policy  of  Discretionary  Review  of  all  downtown  high-rise  buildings 
/3/  during  the  period  of  Interim  Controls/4/  on  the  use  of  floor  area  bonuses, 
the  City  Planning  Commission  would  review  the  building  design  and  its 
environmental  context  in  detail  and,  after  a  public  hearing,  adopt  a 
resolution  approving,  approving  with  conditions,  or  disapproving  the  project. 
A  Conditional  Use  authorization  would  be  required  by  the  Interim  Controls,  to 
permit  the  use  of  bonus  floor  area  for  residential  use  on  the  site.  The 
Conditional  Use  authorization  and  Discretionary  Review  would  be  considered  at 
the  same  time  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  at  a  public  hearing.  The 
project  would  also  require  a  variance  from  the  rear  yard  requirement  of  the 
Planning  Code,  for  the  proposed  residential  levels  (Section  134).  This 
authorization  would  require  a  public  hearing  and  approval  by  the  Zoning 
Administrator.    Following  project  approval  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and 
the  Zoning  Administrator,  the  project  sponsor  must  obtain  demolition, 
building,  and  related  permits  from  the  Central  Permit  Bureau  of  the  Department 
of  Public  Works.    Under  the  State  Subdivision  Map  Act  and  the  City  Subdivision 
Code,  preparation  and  approval  of  a  subdivsion  map  would  be  required  for  the 
proposed  residential  development. 

Any  use  of  Trinity  St.  or  sidewalks  for  business-related  activity  and/or 
improvements  would  require  an  Encroachment  Permit  from  the  Department  of 
Public  Works.    Any  street  or  sidewalk  improvements  would  also  require  review, 
public  hearing  and  approval  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  as  to  conformity 
with  the  Comprehensive  Plan.    Trinity  St.  is  designated  a  Pedestrian  Transit 
Service  Street  in  The  Downtown  Development  Plan.    The  City  currently  has  no 
specific  improvement  plans  for  the  street. 

NOTES  -  Project  Description 

/I/  Gary  L.  Mason,  Campeau  Corporation  California,  written  communication, 
November  17,  1981. 

in  Jeffery  Vance,  Campeau  Corporation  California,  written  communication, 
March  23,  1982. 
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II .    Project  Description 


111  The  policy  of  Discretionary  Review  for  projects  within  C-3  districts  and 
adjacent  Downtown  areas  was  established  under  City  Planning  Commission 
Resolution  No.  8474,  January  17,  1980. 

/4/  Board  of  Supervisors  Ordinance  240-80,  June  1,  1980,  established  the 
interim  limitations  on  use  of  bonuses  in  effect  until  July  1,  1981.  This 
ordinance  was  extended,  in  June  1981,  until  September  1,  1981  and, 
subsequently,  until  March  4,  1982.    Ordinance  34-82  extends  the  Interim 
Controls  until  March  1,  1983. 
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III.    ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


III.    Environmental  Setting 


A.    ARCHITECTURAL  AND  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

The  general  project  area  is  characterized  by  contrasting  building  scale  and 
construction.    Buildings  west  of  the  project  block  tend  to  be  older  mid-rise 
structures  of  masonry  construction,  while  the  area  east  of  the  project  block 
is  dominated  by  newer  high-rise  buildings  of  steel  and  alass. 

Across  Bush  St.  from  the  project  site  is  the  "A"-rated  San  Francisco  Curb 
Exchange  at  350  Bush  St.,  a  building  with  Greek  and  Roman  motifs.    The  project 
site  contains  a  parking  garage  rated  "B"  by  the  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's 
Architectural  Heritage  Survey  and  "0"  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City 
Planning  1976  Architectural  Survey.    (See  Appendix  B,  p.  221,  for  a  discussion 
of  ratings  and  surveys  of  historic  and  architecturally  significant 
buildings.)    City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  8600  (May  29,  1980) 
establishes  a  list  of  Architecturally  and/or  Historically  Significant 
Buildings  in  the  C-3  Districts.    According  to  stated  criteria,  the  Financial 
Center  Garage,  355  Bush  St.,  should  be  on  this  list;  however,  by  error,  the 
Garage  Annex,  351  Bush  St.  on  the  adjacent  lot,  is  listed  instead.  The 
Financial  Center  Garage  is  a  seven-story  brick  buildina  constructed  as  an 
early  parking  garage  and  designed  to  appear  as  an  office  buildina  (see 
Fi  gure  19,  p.  73) . 

The  Sutter  St.  frontage  of  the  project  block  is  made  up  of  a  unique  group  of 
buildings  of  historic  and  architectural  merit  described  by  Heritage  as  "...one 
of  the  finest  and  most  important  short  stretches  of  architecture  in  downtown 

9    San  Francisco..."./!/    The  Landmarks  Board  is  currently  drafting  a 

recommendation  to  designate  the  Sutter  St.  frontage  of  Assessor's  Block  288  as 
a  Historic  District  in  accordance  with  Section  1004  of  the  City  Planning 
Code.    (See  Figure  11,  p.  32  for  a  list  of  architectural  and  historic 

#    resources  on  the  project  block  and  vicinity.)    Included  in  the  Sutter  St. 
grouping,  and  abutting  the  project  site  on  the  south,  is  the  Hallidie 
Building,  a  designated  City  landmark,  rated  "A"  by  the  Heritage  Survey  and  "5" 
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Pine  Street 


Legend 


S.F.  DCP  Heritage 
 Building   Inven  tory*  Survey* 

STFeT 

I  Financial  Center  Garage,  355  Bush  0  B 
In  Vicinity  of  Site: 

~?TraTiTornTa~PacT7ic  Bldg.,  2  B 
105  Montgomery** 

3  French  Bank  Bldg.,  108-110  Sutter**  4  A 

4  126  Sutter  N.R.  C 

5  Hallidie  Bldg.,  130-150  Sutter***  5  A 

6  Central  Realty  Bldg.,  154  Sutter**  2  B 

7  200  Kearny**  3  A 

8  Robins  Bldg.,  220-226  Kearny  0  C 

9  Marston  Bldg.,  240-244  Kearny**  N.R.  B 

10  Hotel  Stanford,  246-250  Kearny  2  C 

11  260  Kearny  0  C 

12  Alto  Bldg.,  381-383  Bush**  2  B 

13  Alexander  Bldg.,  149-157  Montgomery**  0  B 

14  130  Montgomery**  2  B 

15  Standard  Oil  Co.  Bldg.,  225  Bush**  3  B 

16  Hunter-Dulin  Bldg.,  Ill  Sutter**  5  A 

17  Crocker  Bank  Bldg.,  1  Montgomery**  4  A 

18  Sutter  Hotel,  171  Sutter  2  C 

19  Bartlett  Doe  (Dubbs)  Bldg.,  1  B 

153  Kearny** 

20  Eyre  (Argonaut)  Bldg.,  161  Kearny**  2  B 

21  201  Kearny**  2  B 

22  209  Kearny  1  C 

23  215-217  Kearny  1  C 

24  219-225  Kearny  0  C 

25  227-231  Kearny  0  C 

26  237-241  Kearny  N.R.  C 

27  McKay  Bldg.,  251-255  Kearny**  N.R.  C 

28  Charleston  Bldg.,  251-155  Kearny**  0  B 

29  315  Kearny  N.R.  C 

30  Shasta  Hotel,  380  Bush  N.R.  C 

31  Sam's  Grill,  364  Bush  0  C 

32  S.F.  Curb  Exchange,  350  Bush**  3  A 

33  Russ  Bldg.,  235  Montgomery**  4  A 

34  Mills  Bldg.  and  Tower, 

230  Montgomery***  4  A 

NOTES: 

*See  Appendix  A  for  discussion  of  surveys  and  ratings 
**0n  City's  List  of  Architecturally  or  Historically  Significant  Buildings 
♦••Listed  in  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (These  are  also  on  the 
above  list.) 

N.R.  ■=  Not  Rated 


FIGURE  11: 

Historic  Structures  on  and  in 
Vicinity  of  Project  Site 


Study  Area  Boundary 

Potential  Historic  Districts* 

 Retail  -  Shopping 

  Kearny  Street 

*  Identified  in  Splendid  Survivors,  as 
eligible  for  National  Register  Historic 
Districts 


SOURCE:   Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  Survey.    Kearny  St.  between  Sutter  and 
Bush  Sts.  is  also  occupied  by  buildings  of  historic  merit  (see  Figure  11, 
p.  32),    The  site  is  adjacent  to  two  areas  identified  by  Heritage  as  eligible 
for  designation  as  National  Register  Historic  Districts,  the  proposed 
Retail-Shopping  Historic  District  and  Kearny  St.  Historic  District  (see 
Figure  11,  p.  32).    A  19-story  building  planned  for  222  Kearny  St.  would 
result  in  the  demolition  of  a  building  rated  C  by  Heritage  and  1  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  Survey  at  220  Kearny  St.,  and  would  be  built  over 
and  retain  two  other  buildings  rated  A  and  3,  and  B  and  2  at  the  Sutter/Kearny 

•  St.  intersection.  Other  proposed  buildings  in  the  area  include  the  26-story 
Russ  Tower,  the  25-story  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Headquarters 
(Post  and  Kearny  Sts.),  and  the  13-story  466  Bush  St.  development. 

•  Clearing  of  the  101  Montgomery  site  resulted  in  the  demolition  of  the  B-rated 
Steil  Building  (141-145  Montgomery  St.)  and  the  three  C-rated  structures  at 
109-123,  125-129,  and  133-137  Montgomery  St.    Two  significant  structures 
remain  on  the  block,  between  Trinity  and  Montgomery:    the  B-rated  Alexander 
and  California  Pacific  Buildings,  at  Bush  and  Montgomery  Sts.  and  Sutter  and 
Montgomery  Sts.  corners,  respectively.    The  Alexander  Building  was  not  part  of 
the  101  Montgomery  project.    The  California  Pacific  Building  was  proposed  for 
demolition,  but  preservation  and  rehabilitation  was  required  as  a  condition  of 
that  project's  approval  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  its  Resolution 

No.  8942  as  part  of  an  effort  to  maintain  the  architecturally  and  historically 
important  Sutter  St.  frontage  of  the  project  block. 

NOTES  -  Architectural  and  Cultural  Resources 

/I/  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritaqe,  Splendid  Survivors, 
1979,  p.  249. 

B.      LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 

LAND  USE 

The  project  site  is  in  the  Downtown  Financial  District  and  is  surrounded  by 
office  and  retail  uses.    The  most  intensive  Financial  District  development  is 
concentrated  east  of  the  project  block.    The  site  contains  six  parcels 
totaling  31,590  sq.  ft.    Table  1,  p.  13  shows  existing  uses  on  the  site. 
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Ground  level  uses  on  the  site  include  one  office,  three  restaurants  (Trinity 
Place,  Metropol,  and  Salmagundi),  access  for  the  Financial  Center  Garage,  and 
one  vacant  retail  store.    Upper  floors  on  Lots  22  and  23,  at  the  corner  of 
Bush  and  Trinity  Sts.  contain  additional  offices  and  miscellaneous  retail  uses 
(see  Appendix  D,  Table  D-3,  p.  247  for  a  complete  list  of  existing  uses). 

The  project  block  contains  office  space  over  retail  and  restaurant  uses  in 

buildings  ranging  from  four  to  ten  stories.    Exceptions  are  Lot  25,  adjacent 

to  the  site  on  the  west,  occupied  by  a  six-story  residential  hotel  above 

Orsi's  restaurant,  and  Lots  20  and  21,  on  the  site,  occupied  by  the  Financial 

Center  Garage  and  Annex,  respectively.    Lots  2,  3,  4,  5  and  6  along  Montgomery 

St.  are  the  site  of  101  Montgomery  St.,  a  28-story  office  building  now  under 

construction.    The  project  area  contains  buildings  ranging  from  two  to  52 

stories  with  most  of  the  taller  buildings  located  east  of  the  project  site. 

(An  exception  is  the  38-story  Crocker  Bank  Headquarters  at  Kearny  and  Post 

Sts.,  one  block  south  of  the  site.)    Existing  building  heights  on  the  project  ,( 

block  and  in  the  vicinity  are  shown  in  Figure  12,  p.  34. 

Across  from  the  project  site,  along  Bush  St.,  are  a  seven-story  hotel,  one 
two-story  and  one  three-story  office  building,  two  vacant  parcels  and  the 
Russ  Building,  a  12-  to  30-story  office  building.    All  of  these  structures 
have  ground  floor  retail  space.    The  three  story  office  building  directly 
across  from  the  project  site  is  the  historic  San  Francisco  Curb  Exchange,  a 
City  landmark. /I/    A  25-story  office  building  has  been  proposed  for  the  vacant 
and  Curb  Exchange  sites.    A  19-story  office  building  that  would  be  built  above 
two  existing  structures  and  would  involve  the  demolition  of  a  third 
(220  Kearny  St.)  is  proposed  for  the  northeast  corner  of  Sutter  and  Kearny 
Sts.  (222  Kearny  St.),  on  Lots  10,  11,  and  29  of  the  project  block.  A 
13-story  office  building  proposed  at  466  Bush  St.  would  involve  renovation  of 
Fire  Department  Old  Station  No.  2,  a  City  landmark  on  that  site,  as  well  as 
demolition  of  a  low-rise  building.    Land  uses  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site  are 
shown  in  Figure  13,  p.  36. 

ZONING 

The  City  Planning  Code  zoning  classification  for  the  site  and  surrounding  area 
is  C-3-0,  Downtown  Office  District  (see  Figure  14,  p.  37).    Office  and  retail 


35 


s 

WW/ 

//////// 

s 

m. 

s 

i 

p 

1 

s 

L 

.t 

Park 

s 

V 

Lot 

ill 

PI 

/////// 

W/////// 

Bush  street 


Sutter  Street 


Post  street 


m 


Maiden  Lane 

Wa 


Geary  street 


Legend 


Offic* 


Hotel 


Parking  Structure 

P  Parking  Under  BuMIng 

PI  Parking  Lot 

K  Restaurant 

%  Shop  or  Other  Retail 

B  Branch  Bank 

V  Vacant 

C  Under  Construction 


SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


FIGURE  13: 

Land  Use  in  Vicinity 

of  Project  Site 


NOTE: 

Letters  Indicate  use  on  or  betow  ground 
floor  only. 

Pattern  indicates  ground  floor  or  upper 
level  use. 


36 


IM-3 

ciav  stre^"" 


vt 

i 

o 

Cl 


Sacramento  street 


California  street 


Pine  Street 


Hi 

4->  r 
I/I 

> 

ror 


f 


1*5 

<u 
o 

-loi- 

c 
o 
S 


E 
c 

5i 


ft 


Bush  street 


Sutter  street 


Post  str 


C-3 

let 


-G 


C-3-0 


Geary  Street 


O'Farrell  street 


Ellis  Street 


C-3-0    DOWNTOWN  OFFICE  DISTRICT 

C-3-R    DOWNTOWN  RETAIL  DISTRICT 

C-3-G    DOWNTOWN  GENERAL  COMMERCIAL  DISTRICT 

C-3-S    DOWNTOWN  SUPPORT  DISTRICT 

P  PUBLIC  USE  DISTRICTS 

RM-3      RESIDENTIAL,  MIXED  DISTRICTS,  MEDIUM  DENSITY 
RM-4       RESIDENTIAL,  MIXED  DISTRICTS.  HIGH  DENSITY 
RC-4       RESIDENTIAL-COMMERCIAL  COMBINED  DISTRICTS. 
HIGH  DENSITY 

SOURCE:  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Code 


FIGURE  14: 

Planning  Code  Land  Use 
Districts 


37 


T 


,  Clay  Street 


US 


160-D 


Sacramento  Street 


320-E 


£ 

in 
C 

♦J 

:x 
u 
o 


OS 


c 

I 

.c 


OS 


California  Street 


160-F 


-Pine  Street 


BO-A 


Bush  Street 


o 

CD 


> 

rer 


V) 


300-H 


(U 

2! 


32CFT 


^4()-H 


Sutter  street 


140-X 


-Post  street 


cearv  street 


CFarrel 


225-1 


Street- 


G20-I 


Ellis  Street 


iOO-l 


1300-1 


Legend 

HEIGHT 
AND  BULK 
DISTRICTS 

700-1 
600-1 
500-1 
450-1 
400-1 
360-1 
320-1 
225-1 
300-H 
240-H 
160-H 
160-G 
160-F 
320-E 
160-D 

80-A 
140-X 

88-X 

OS 


HEIGHT 
LIMIT 


HEIGHT  ABOVE 
WHICH  MAXIMUM 
DIMENSIONS  APPLY 


MAXIMUM 

BUILDING 

LENGTH 


MAXIMUM 

DIAGONAL 

DIMENSIONS 


700'  150' 

600'  150' 

500  150' 

450'  150' 

400'  150' 

360'  ISO' 

320'  150' 

225'  150' 

300'  100' 

240'  100' 

160'  100' 

160'  80' 

160'  80' 

320'  65' 

160'  40' 

80'  40' 

140'  Bulk  limits 

88'  Bulk  limits 
Conformity  with  objectives 
of  the  Master  Plan 


170' 
170' 
170' 
170' 
170' 
170' 
170' 
170' 
170' 
170' 
170' 
170' 
110' 

no' 

110' 

110' 
not  applicable 
not  applicable 
principles  and  pol 


200' 
200' 
200' 
200' 
200' 
200' 
200' 
200' 
200' 
200' 
200' 
200' 
140' 
140' 
140' 
125' 


FIGURE  15: 
Planning  Code  Height 
and  Bulk  Districts 


SOURCE:  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Code 


38 


III.    Environmental  Setting 

uses  are  permitted  in  this  district  with  a  basic  Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR)  of  14 
to  1;  that  is,  buildings  may  have  a  basic  maximum  floor  area  that  is  14  times 
the  area  of  the  site.    Section  126  of  the  City  Planning  Code  contains 
development  bonus  provisions  which  permit  additional  floor  area  for  certain 
design  features.    The  Board  of  Supervisors  has  enacted  an  interim  amendment  to 
this  Code  section  limiting  the  application  of  bonuses  to  hotels  and 
residential  uses  only  (Ordinance  240-80,  June  1,  1980).    In  addition,  all 
proposed  development  in  the  Downtown  C-3  zoned  districts  requires 
Discretionary  Review  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  (Resolution  8474, 
January  17,  1980)  before  approval  of  an  application  for  a  building  permit. 

The  site  is  in  a  500-1  Height  and  Bulk  District  (see  Figure  15,  p.  38)  which 
permits  a  maximum  building  height  of  500  ft.  and  a  maximum  plan  dimension  of 
170  ft.  in  length  and  200  ft.  on  the  diagonal  above  150  feet. 

Existing  buildings  on  the  project  site  range  from  two  to  seven  stories.  These 
buildings  are  generally  not  visible  beyond  the  buildings  and  street  segments 
immediately  adjoining  the  site;  nor  is  the  site  visible  from  long-range 
viewpoints  such  as  Twin  Peaks,  Telegraph  Hill  and  Potrero  Hill  due  to 
intervening  buildings. 

NOTE  -  Land  Use  and  Zoning 

/1/Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage,  Splendid  Survivors, 
1979,  p.  121. 

C.      URBAN  DESIGN 
SUNLIGHT  AND  SHADOW 

Light  and  shadow  patterns  on  streets  and  sidewalks  in  the  project  area  are 
cast  by  existing  buildings  on  the  site  and  by  nearby  high-rise  structures. 

The  buildings  producing  major  existing  shadows  in  the  area  include  the 
Russ  Building,  and  the  180  Montgomery  St.,  Standard  Oil  Co.,  Wells  Farqo, 
Hunter-Dul in,  and  Aetna  buildings.    Proposed  buildings  in  the  site  area 
include  the  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Headquarters,  Russ  Tower, 
222  Kearny  St.,  and  466  Bush  St.    Opposite  the  project  site,  sidewalks  are  now 
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shaded  in  winter  (low  sun  angle),  but  are  in  sunlight  most  of  the  day  in 
summer  months.    On  the  project  side  of  Bush  St.  (south  side),  the  sidewalks 
west  of  the  site  have  sunlight  during  the  morning  hours,  except  in  winter;  the 
sidewalks  east  of  the  project  presently  remain  in  shadow  throughout  the  day  in 
all  seasons.    Existing  shadow  patterns  at  different  times  of  day  and  year  are 
shown  in  Figures  22,  23,  and  24,  pp.  78-80. 

WIND 

Wind  conditions  in  San  Francisco  are  a  determinant  of  pedestrian  comfort  on 
sidewalks  and  in  other  public  areas.    Depending  on  wind  direction,  flat-walled 
buildings  can  funnel  wind  flows  from  wide,  open  areas  between  structures  into 
narrower  areas,  thereby  increasing  wind  speed.    Large  structures  placed  in  the 
path  of  prevailing  winds  cause  air  pressure  differences  between  uppper  levels 
and  the  ground,  and  can  cause  increased  air  turbulence,  and  divertion  of  air 
flow  (winds)  downward  to  street  level.    Buildings  may  also  block  prevailing 
winds,  creating  dead  air  spaces  immediately  downwind. 

West,  southwest,  and  northwest  winds  are  the  most  frequent  and  strongest  winds 
during  all  seasons  in  San  Francisco./ 1/    (In  meteorology,  a  west  wind  blows 
from  the  west.)    The  most  frequent  wind  direction  during  most  months  is  west; 
in  the  average  year,  west  winds  blow  nearly  half  of  the  time.    West  winds  are 
also  the  strongest,  averaging  over  seven  miles  per  hour  year  round.  Southwest 
winds  are  typically  the  second  most  frequent  and  second  strongest  winds, 
although  northwest  winds  have  had  the  second  highest  average  speed  during  some 
years. 

Average  wind  speeds  are  highest  during  the  summer  and  lowest  during  the 
winter.    However,  the  strongest  peak  winds  occur  during  the  winter,  when 
average  speeds  for  one  hour  of  27  miles  per  hour,  or  more,  have  been 
recorded.    The  highest  average  wind  speeds  are  in  the  mid-afternoon,  and  the 
lowest  are  in  the  early  morning.    Peak  winds  are  distributed  evenly  throughout 
the  day. 

Section  IV,  Environmental  Impacts,  contains  a  description  of  the  present  wind 
flow  patterns  surrounding  the  project  site  and  compares  them  to  estimated  wind 
flow  patterns  with  the  proposed  building.  See  also  Appendix  C:  Wind  Tunnel 
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Study  (pp.  224-242),  especially  Figures  C-4,  C-8  and  C-12  which  show  existing 
wind  directions  near  the  project  site. 

Existing  winds  on  and  around  the  site  were  measured  on  July  28,  1982. /2/  With 
a  free  stream,  westerly  wind  of  approximately  30  miles  per  hour  (mph),  winds 
around  the  site  averaged  between  1.75  and  7.5  mph,  with  gusts  of  up  to  almost 
12  mph.    The  highest  wind  speeds  recorded  were  near  and  across  from  the  vacant 
lots  at  350  Bush  St.,  and  at  the  northern  corners  of  Montgomery  St.  at 
Bush  St.    The  lowest  wind  speeds  were  recorded  on  Sutter  St.  near  Kearny  St. 


NOTES  -  Urban  Design 

/!/    This  discussion  of  wind  speeds  and  directions  is  based  on:    (1)  U.S. 
Weather  Bureau  data,  collected  at  465  California  St.  near  Montgomery  St., 
about  two  blocks  north  of  the  site,  and  (2)  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management 
District  data,  collected  at  939  Ellis  St.  near  Van  Ness  Ave.,  about  1.1  miles 
southwest  of  the  site. 

HI    Bruce  White,  Ph.  D.,  letter  report  dated  August  1,  1982,  to  Richard 
Grassetti,  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.  confirming  results  of 
on-site  wind  measurements  conducted  on  July  29,  1982.    A  complete  description 
of  these  tests  and  their  results  is  on  file  at  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  450  McAllister  St.  San  Francisco,  Fifth  Floor. 


D.    EMPLOYMENT,  HOUSING  AND  FISCAL  FACTORS 
EMPLOYMENT 

Local  and  Regional  Commercial  Space  and  Employment 

San  Francisco  is  the  major  office  center  in  the  Bay  Area,  with  approximately 
57.3  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space. /I/    During  the  1970's,  space  in 
downtown  office  buildings  was  added  at  a  rate  of  about  1.7  million  gross 
sq.  ft.  per  year;  approximately  32.4  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  was 
constructed  between  1960  and  1981  (see  Appendix  D,  Table  D- 1 ,  p.  244-245).  An 

additional  7.7  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  will  be  added  when  the 
buildings  under  construction  (as  of  August  1982)  are  finished,  and  another 
5.4  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  has  been  approved  but  is  not  yet  under 
construction  (as  of  August  1982). 
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The  largest  employment  growth  in  the  Bay  Area  from  1970  to  1978  occurred  in 
the  office  sector,  with  over  60%  of  the  regional  increase  in  total  work 
force.    In  1978,  a  total  of  1.2  million  people  held  office  jobs  in  the 
Bay  Area,  with  nearly  70%  employed  by  firms  that  in  some  way  serve  the  local 
populations.    Of  the  280,000  office  workers  employed  in  San  Francisco,  over 
55%  worked  for  employers  such  as  national  or  regional  headquarters  which  serve 
not  only  the  local  population  but  a  wider  geographical  area  as  well./2/ 

Vacancy  Rates 

•  Despite  an  increasing  office  vacancy  rate,  the  demand  for  office  space  in  San 
Francisco  is  relatively  strong  compared  with  other  metropolitan  areas  in  the 
United  States.    This  fact  is  reflected  in  comparatively  high  rents  for  office 
space  and  a  continuing  low  vacancy  rate.    Annual  rents  for  commercial  office 
space  in  the  downtown  area  increased  over  350%  during  the  last  decade,  rising 
from  about  $8.50  per  square  foot  in  1970  to  about  $30.00  per  square  foot  in 
1981. /3/    Existing,  converted,  and  rehabilitated  office  space  located 
South-of-Market  rents  for  about  $12  to  $14  per  square  foot;  new 
South-of-Market  office  space  is  expected  to  rent  for  about  $23  per  square 
foot./3/ 

®   Based  on  a  1982  survey  of  about  300  buildings,  the  Building  Owners  and 

Managers  Association  (BOMA)  of  San  Francisco  reports  a  citywide  office  vacancy 
rate  of  3.69%,  up  from  1.04%  in  1981. /4/    According  to  a  September  30,  1982 
report  by  Coldwell  Banker,  the  downtown  office  vacancy  rate  was  3.6%,  up  from 
0.3%  during  the  same  period  in  1981. /5//6/    The  3.6%  downtown  vacancy  rate  was 
among  the  lowest  in  the  nation  in  comparison  with  other  major  downtown 
financial  districts,  and  was  lower  than  the  national  average  of  8.9%./5/  For 
comparison,  the  September  30,  1982  downtown  office  vacancy  rates  were  7.6%  in 
Chicago,  2.8%  in  downtown  Manhattan,  and  8.4%  in  Dallas. /6/ 

A  vacancy  rate  of  5%  is  considered  to  be  the  normal  rate  in  an  active  market. 
The  low  vacancy  rate  experienced  in  San  Francisco  indicates  a  continuing 
demand  for  office  space  in  San  Francisco.    The  increase  in  the  downtown 
vacancy  rate  from  1981  to  1982  may  be  attributable  to  several  factors, 
including  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  available  office  space  (due  to  new 
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space  being  completed  and  space  being  available  for  sublease),  a  short-term 
decrease  in  the  demand  for  office  space,  and  the  national  economic  recession. 

It  is  difficult  to  forecast  precisely  future  conditions  in  the  market  for 
office  space.    As  office  projects  under  review,  approved,  and  under 
construction,  totaling  about  17.4  million  square  feet,  are  completed,  more 
office  space  will  become  available.    The  increasing  availability  of  downtown 
office  space  in  the  near  future  may  result  in  a  higher  office  vacancy  rate  and 
may  lower  office  rents. 

Employment  and  Tenant  Mix  at  the  Project  Site 

Businesses  at  the  project  site  employ  approximately  138  persons.    Tenants  in 
the  six  buildings  include  eight  offices  associated  with  financial,  real  estate 
and  legal  services,  three  restaurants,  a  hair  salon,  a  vacant  store  and  a 
parking  garage  (see  Appendix  D,  Table  D-3,  p.  247). 

HOUSING 

Regional  and  Local  Housing  Characteristics 

A  description  of  housing  characteristics  in  the  region  and  San  Francisco  is 
included  in  EE. 80. 268,  Five  Fremont  Center,  Final  EIR,  certified  March  12, 
1981,  pp.  37-49,  hereby  incorporated  by  reference  persuant  to  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  guidelines,  Cal ifornia  Administrative  Code, 
Title  14,  Section  15140. /7/    In  summary,  information  on  the  housing  stock 
includes  amount,  growth  factors,  vacancy  rates  and  purchase  and  rental  costs. 
Both  regional  and  San  Francisco  housing  stock  are  characterized  by  low  growth 
rates,  low  vacancy  rates,  and  high  rental  and  purchase  costs  in  relation  to 
typical  wages  paid.    This  combination  of  factors  has  tended  to  constrict  the 
supply  and  affordabil ity  of  housing  in  San  Francisco.    Since  publication  of 
the  Five  Fremont  Center  FEIR,  this  information  has  been  partially  updated, 

based  upon  recently  available  information  from  the  1980  U.S.  Census. 
According  to  1980  Census  data  for  San  Francisco,  the  vacancy  rate  for 
owner-occupied  housing  was  1.0%  and  the  vacancy  rate  for  rental  units  was 
4.2%.    The  rental  vacancy  rate  is  2.68%  of  the  total  housing  stock  ./8/  The 
median  value  of  noncondominium  owner-occupied  units  was  $104,600  and  the 
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median  rent  was  $267  in  1980. /8/    Inflating  these  figures  based  on  the  16.7% 
increase  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  between  April  1980,  the  date  of  the 
Census,  and  March  1982,  would  yield  median  home  value  and  rent  of  $122,100  and 
$310,  respectively.    Rental  price  increases  may  have  been  moderated  by  the 
Rent  Stabilization  Ordinance  which  limits  rent  increases  on  most  units  to 
seven  percent  per  year. 

FISCAL  FACTORS 

The  assessed  value  of  the  properties  on  the  project  site  in  fiscal  year 
1981-82  is  $4,790,000.    At  the  1981-82  property  tax  rate  of  $1.19  per 
$100  assessed  valuation,  the  properties  are  expected  to  yield  about  $57,000  in 
property  tax  revenues  in  the  1981-82  fiscal  year,  distributed  as  shown  in 
Table  3. 

General  Fund  revenues  to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  from  the 
non-BART  sales  tax,  payroll  tax,  gross  receipts  tax,  and  non-bond  property  tax 
totaled  about  $131  ,000  from  the  site  in  1981. /9/ 


TABLE  3:    DISTRIBUTION  OF  PROPERTY  TAX  REVENUES  FROM  PROJECT  SITE  IN  1981-82 


Agency 

City  and  County  of  S.F. 

S.F.  School  District 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management 
Di  strict 

BART 

TOTAL 

*    Based  on  an  assessed  valuation  of 

SOURCES:    San  Francisco  Controller's 
Inc. 


Ad  Valorem 


Tax  Rate  Percent  Revenues* 

$0,945  79.4  $45,300 

0.167  14.1  8,000 

0.002  0.2  100 

0.076  6.4  3,600 

$  1.19  100  $57,000 
$4,790,000. 


Office;  Environmental  Science  Associates, 
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The  City  incurs  costs  in  serving  the  existing  buildings.    Police,  fire,  and 
general  government  expenditures  are  supported  primarily  by  the  General  Fund. 
Most  street  maintenance,  street  improvement,  and  traffic  control  costs  are 
supported  by  other  revenue  sources  such  as  fees,  fines,  and  federal  and  state 
aid. 


NOTES  -  Employment,  Housing,  and  Fiscal  Factors 

/!/  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  November  1981,  a  table  on 
"Major  Office  Building  Construction  and  Conversion  in  San  Francisco". 

121  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG)  and  Bay  Area  Council, 
December  1979,  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Economic  Profile. 

/3/  Memorandum  from  Dean  Maoris,  Director  of  Planning,  South  of  Market  Interim 
Controls,  January  26,  1982. 

/4/  "Building  Owners  and  Managers  Association  (BOMA)  News  Letter,"  July  8, 
1982. 

/5/  The  figure  of  3.7%  cited  in  the  Response  to  Comments  on  the  135  Main 
Street  Supplemental  EIR  was  based  on  preliminary  compilations  obtained  prior 
to  publication  of  the  data. 

/6/  Coldwell  Banker,  "Office  Vacancy  Index  of  the  United  States," 
September  30,  1982.    San  Francisco  vacancy  rates  are  part  of  a  national  survey 
of  24  major  downtown  districts  conducted  quarterly.    A  copy  of  the 
September  30,  1982  survey  is  on  file  and  available  for  public  review  at  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  St.,  5th  Floor. 

HI  Five  Fremont  Center,  Final  EIR  (EE. 80.268,  Certification  Date  March  12, 
1981,  pp.  37-44).    This  report  is  available  for  review  at  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  St.,  5th  Floor. 

/8/  City  Planning  and  Information  Services,  "1980  Census  Information,"  March 
1982. 

/9/  See  p.  95  for  a  breakdown  of  these  General  Fund  revenues. 
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E.    TRANSPORTATION,  CIRCULATION  AND  PARKING 


STREET  SYSTEM 

The  site  is  served  by  local  streets  and  by  portions  of  the  regional  freeway 
system  (see  Figure  1,  p.  14).    Access  to  the  freeways  connecting  the  downtown 
area  with  the  East  Bay,  San  Francisco  Airport  and  the  Peninsula  is  provided  by 
pairs  of  ramps  about  one-half  mile  to  the  northeast  (Clay-Washington),  about 
one-half  mile  to  the  southwest  (Main-Beale)  and  about  one-mile  to  the  south 
(Harrison  and  Bryant).    The  Southern-Junipero  Serra  Freeway  (Interstate  280) 
is  also  accessible  from  ramps  at  Sixth  and  Brannan  Sts.  and  an  unpaired 
off-ramp  at  Fourth  and  Berry  Sts.,  both  are  about  one  and  one-quarter  mile 
south  of  the  site. 

The  site  is  within  the  Downtown  Core  automobile  control  area  designated  in  the 
Downtown  Transportation  Plan  of  the  Transportation  Element  of  the 
San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan.    This  area  is  described  as:  "an  intensely 
populated  area  which  functions  as  a  financial,  administrative,  shopping  and 
entertainment  center  where  priority  must  be  given  to  the  efficient  and 
pleasant  movement  of  business  clients,  shoppers  and  visitors.    A  continuing 
effort  should  be  made  to  improve  pedestrian,  transit  and  service  vehicle 
access  and  circulation,  and  these  functions  must  have  priority  for  the  use  of 
limited  street  and  parking  space  (within  this  core)". /I/    The  Plan  calls  for 
reducing  the  impact  of  private  commuter  vehicles  and  excess  automobile  traffic 
in  the  Downtown  core. 

The  project  site  fronts  on  a  local  street  (Bush  St.)  and  an  alley 
(Trinity  St.).    Market,  Mission,  Post,  Kearny,  Montgomery  and 
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New  Montgomery  Sts.  are  designated  as  transit  arterial  streets  ("route  of 
major  arterial  transit  lines")  in  the  Downtown  Transportation  Plan./2/ 
Bush  St.  is  designated  a  primary  vehicle  street  ("streets  functioning  as  major 
routes  for  automobile  and  truck  movements  into  and  out  of  the  downtown  area, 
chiefly  to  and  from  the  parking  belts  for  automobiles"  121).    Because  of  the 
one-way  eastbound  designation,  Bush  St.  serves  traffic  inbound  into  the 
downtown  area.    Pine  St.  is  the  designated  westbound  primary  vehicular  street 
that  serves  outbound  traffic. 

Market,  Kearny,  and  Montgomery  Sts.  are  designated  as  major  thoroughfares, 
which  the  Comprehensive  Plan  defines  as  "crosstown  thoroughfares  whose  primary 
function  is  to  link  districts  within  the  City  and  to  distribute  traffic  to  and 
from  the  freeways"  (p.  19).    Market,  Mission,  Kearny,  Post,  Sutter  and 
Montgomery  Sts.  are  designated  transit  preferential  streets,  where  priority  is 
given  to  transit  vehicles  over  autos.    During  the  morning  peak  period, 
Post  St.  between  Taylor  and  Market  Sts.  has  an  exclusive  transit  lane  fa 
"diamond  lane"). 

Bush,  Sutter,  Kearny  and  Montgomery  Sts.  are  one-way  streets,  carrying  Muni 
electric  trolley  coach  and  motor  coach  lines.    Bush  St.  is  one-way  eastbound 
with  four  lanes  between  7:00  -  9:00  a.m.  and  4:00  -  6:00  p.m.  and  three  lanes 
otherwise.    Sutter  St.  is  one-way  westbound  and  carries  four  lanes  of  traffic 
between  4:00  and  6:00  p.m.  weekdays,  and  two  lanes  during  all  other  hours. 
Kearny  St.  is  one-way  northbound,  carrying  five  lanes  of  traffic  during  the 
morning  and  evening  peak  periods  and  four  lanes  at  other  times. 
Montgomery  St.  is  a  one-way  three-lane  street,  carrying  traffic  southbound, 
with  two  additional  lanes  during  peak  hours. 

The  intersections  of  Bush  and  Kearny,  Bush  and  Montgomery,  Sutter  and  Kearny, 
and  Sutter  and  Montgomery  Sts.  are  controlled  by  traffic  signals  operating  on 
a  pre-timed  basis,  with  green  time  allocations  in  proportion  to  peak  and 
off-peak  traffic  volumes  in  the  applicable  directions.    The  intersections  on 
Montgomery  St.  in  the  project  area  have  a  pedestrian-only  signal  phase  durino 
which  no  vehicles  are  allowed  through  the  intersection  (this  type  of 
installation  is  called  a  "scramble  system"). 
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The  project  site  is  served  by  Muni  electric  trolley  and  motor  coach  lines 
providing  radial  service  to  and  from  the  downtown  area,  and  by  light  rail 
vehicle  lines  accessible  at  the  Montgomery  Station  of  the  Market  St.  subway. 
Muni  routes  in  the  project  vicinity  are  shown  in  Figure  16,  p.  49.    Of  the 
53  Muni  lines  serving  the  Downtown  San  Francisco  area,  over  40  operate  within 
a  walking  distance  (2,000  ft.)  of  the  site.    Of  these,  15  stop  within  a  one 
block  radius  of  the  site.    Table  E-5,  p.  263,  of  Appendix  E  shows  the  existing 
p.m.  peak  hour  conditions  on  the  Muni  and  other  transit  carriers. 

Regional  service  is  provided  to  and  from  the  East  Bay  by  the  Bay  Area  Rapid 
Transit  District  (BART)  at  the  Montgomery  Station,  and  by  A-C  Transit  motor 
coaches  at  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal  located  on  Mission  St.  at  First  St., 
1500  ft.  east  of  the  project  site. 

Service  to  the  southern  Peninsula  is  provided  jointly  by  CalTrans  and  the 
Southern  Pacific  Transportation  Company  (SP)  from  the  train  terminal  at  Fourth 
and  Townsend  Sts.;  by  the  San  Mateo  County  Transit  District  (SamTrans)  with 
bus  routes  and  stops  along  various  streets  in  the  area,  primarily  on  Mission 
St.  west  of  First  St.;  and  by  BART,  which  provides  transfers  to  SamTrans 
routes  at  the  Daly  City  BART  Station. 

The  Golden  Gate  Bridge  Highway  and  Transportation  District  (Golden  Gate 
Transit)  provides  peak-period  bus  service  to  Marin  and  Sonoma  Counties  from 
stops  along  Howard  St.,  at  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal  at  Mission  and 
Fremont  Sts.,  and  along  Sansome  St.    Boarding  stops  near  the  project  site  are 
located  approximately  four  blocks  northeast  on  Sansome  St.  at  Sacramento  St. 
and  on  Pine  St.  at  Battery  St.    Discharge  stops  are  located  along  Folsom  St., 
at  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal,  and  at  stops  along  Battery  St.  Discharge 
stops  near  the  project  site  are  located  approximately  five  blocks  away  on 
Battery  St.  at  California  St,  to  the  northeast,  and  at  the  Transbay  Terminal 
to  the  southeast.    Golden  Gate  Transit  provides  ferry  service  to  terminals  in 
Larkspur  and  Sausalito  from  the  Ferry  Building.    In  addition,  independently 
owned  and  operated  jitneys  operate  along  the  length  of  Mission  St.  during  peak 
hours. 
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Golden  Gate  Transit  also  operates  a  van  pooling  program  to  North  Bay  areas  not 
served  by  existing  motor  coach  routes.    The  RIDES  car  pooling  program, 
operating  as  a  nonprofit,  publicly  funded  corporation,  provides  consulting  and 
matching  services  to  help  establish  Bay  Area  van  pools. 

PEDESTRIAN  MOVEMENTS 

Figure  25,  p.  Ill  shows  existing  15-minute  p.m.  peak  pedestrian  activity 
expressed  as  a  percentage  of  capacity  of  the  sidewalk  and  crosswalk  system 
surrounding  the  project  site.    The  crosswalks  at  Montgomery  St.  intersections 
with  Bush  and  Sutter  Sts.  are  controlled  by  a  special  signal  system,  a 
"scramble  system",    that  provides  a  pedestrian-only  period  for  the  whole 
intersection  during  which  diagonal  crossings  can  be  made.    The  rationale  for 
this  type  of  operation  is  to  separate  the  pedestrian  and  vehicular  traffic 
streams  to  allow  better  operation  of  the  intersection  for  both  pedestrians  and 
vehicles,  at  intersections  with  high  pedestrian  and  vehicle  flows.  Vehicular 
traffic  flow  through  the  intersection  is  improved  by  removing  turning 
conflicts  with  crossing  pedestrians  by  vehicle-only  portions  of  the  signal 
cycle.    In  practice,  the  vehicle-only  portions  of  the  signal  cycle  are  not 
observed;  pedestrians  currently  cross  the  intersection  in  violation  of  the 
vehicl e-only  signal . 

The  Montgomery  St.  sidewalk,  between  Bush  and  Sutter  Sts.,  is  presently 
blocked  by  construction  for  the  101  Montgomery  St.  building.    The  values 
reported  in  Figure  25,  p.  Ill,  are  for  pre-construction  conditions.  Sidewalk 
widths  on  Bush  St.  are  restricted  by  street  trees  in  planters,  parking  meters 
and  newspaper  racks,  making  an  effective  width  of  10.0  ft.    (This  is 
approximately  65%  of  the  full  building-to-curb  width  of  15.5  ft.)  After 
completion  of  the  101  Montgomery  St.  building  the  Montgomery  St.  sidewalk 
widths  will  be  12  ft.;  reductions  in  width  from  street  furniture  or 
landscaping  are  not  known  at  this  time./3/ 

Pedestrian  activity  around  the  site  during  the  peak  periods  of  7:00  to  9:00 
a.m.  and  4:00  to  6:00  p.m.  is  directed  primarily  to  and  from  transit  and 
parking  facilities.    Peak  afternoon  pedestrian  flows  are  generally  more 
intense  than  those  of  the  morning  period.    Noon  hour  flows  are  generally 
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equivalent  to  or  more  intense  than  the  afternoon  flows,  and  are  directed 
primarily  to  restaurants  and  retail  stores  within  the  downtown  area. 

The  Financial  Center  Garage,  located  mid-block  on  the  Bush  St.  frontage  of  the 
project  site,  operates  between  6:00  a.m.  and  11:00  p.m.    Vehicles  crossing  the 
sidewalk  to  enter  or  leave  the  garage  interfere  with  pedestrians  on  the 
sidewalk.    Analysis  of  use  of  the  garage  indicates  that  peak  arrivals  and 
departures  occur  during  the  morning  and  afternoon  peak  periods,  respectively. 
During  peak  arrival  times  queued  vehicles  block  the  sidewalk  for  brief  periods 
(less  than  1%  of  the  time). 

TRAFFIC 

A  capacity  analysis  of  the  four  intersections  adjoining  the  project  block 
indicates  that  those  at  Montgomery  and  Sutter,  Bush  and  Kearny,  and  Kearny  and 
Sutter  Sts.  are  operating  at  vehicular  Level  of  Service  C  or  better  during  the 
p.m.  peak  hour,  and  that  the  intersection  at  Bush  and  Montgomery  Sts.  operates 
at  vehicular  Level  of  Service  D  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.    (See  Table  E-6, 
p.  264,  in  Appendix  E,  for  definitions  and  volume/capacity  ratios  for  each 
vehicular  Level  of  Service,  and  Table  11,  p.  115,  for  the  peak  hour 
volume-to-capacity  ratios).    Two  of  the  three  intersections  at  the  freeway 
ramps  (the  intersections  of  Mission  and  Beale,  and  Mission  and  Main  Sts.) 
operate  at  Level  of  Service  D  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.    The  intersection  of 
Fourth  and  Harrison  operates  at  Level  of  Service  C  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 

Pedestrian  flows  in  crosswalks  have  the  effect  of  reducing  lane  capacity  at 
signalized  intersections.    Table  E-7,  p.  265,  in  Appendix  E  shows  the  effect 
on  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  street  system;  capacity  reductions  are  the 
direct  result  of  delay  to  turning  vehicles.    In  the  project  vicinity, 
pedestrians  crossing  the  intersections  on  Montgomery  St.  account  for  an 
approximate  reduction  of  60%  in  intersection  capacity  and  an  approximate 
reduction  of  15%  at  the  Kearny-Bush  St.  intersection. 

Analysis  of  the  Financial  Center  Garage  located  on  the  site  indicates  the 
facility  generates  approximately  1,280  vehicle  trip  ends  per  day  with  p.m. 
peak  volumes  of  approximately  200  vehicles  per  hour.    Peak  arrivals  are 
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between  8:00  to  9:00  a.m.;  peak  departures  are  between  5:00  and  6:00  p.m./4/ 
Sufficiently  large  gaps  in  the  pedestrian  stream  and  traffic  stream  exist  to 
allow  vehicles  to  enter  and  exit  the  garage  without  undue  delay.    As  the 
garage  uses  valet  parking,  queues  in  the  entrance  area  to  the  garage 
occasionally  (less  than  l%of  the  time)  develop  during  peak  arrival  times. 

PARKING 

A  survey  of  existing  long-term  (greater  than  six  hours)  off-street  parking 
available  to  the  public  within  walking  distance  (2,000  ft.)  of  the  project 

@  site  was  conducted  (see  Figure  17,  p.  53). /5/  In  this  area  there  are  a  total 
of  about  17,300  long-term,  commercially  available  off-street  spaces,  of  which 
1280  were  vacant  on  a  daily  basis  at  the  time  the  survey  was  conducted,  or  an 

@    average  occupancy  of  about  93%.    Of  these  17,300  spaces,  1,170  are  located  on 
six  sites  that  are  proposed  for  future  development,  including  the  project 
site.    Fifteen  lots,  containing  1,250  temporary  spaces,  are  on  sites  within 
the  Verba  Buena  Redevelopment  Area,  which  is  scheduled  for  full  completion  in 
1988.    None  of  the  spaces  surveyed  within  500  ft.  of  the  site  were  vacant; 
about  70%  of  the  vacant  spaces  were  more  than  1,000  ft.  from  the  project  site. 

The  Financial  Center  Garage  on  the  site  operates  as  a  valet  parking  facility 
providing  150  monthly  reserved  spaces  and  210  unreserved  spaces  available  for 
short-term  or  all-day  parking,  or  360  total  spaces.    The  unreserved  spaces  are 
used  for  both  short-term  and  all  day  parking.    Analysis  of  weekly  receipts 
from  the  garage  shows  the  unreserved  spaces  to  fill  by  approximately  noon  and 
remain  full  until  4:00  p.m.  (approximately  40  spaces  per  hour  empty  and  are 
refilled  during  this  time  period). 

There  are  11  30-minute  metered  parking  spaces  on  the  Bush  St.  block  adjacent 
to  the  project  which  are  restricted  to  commercial  use  (truck  loading  and 
unloading)  between  9:00  a.m.  and  1:00  p.m.    The  Montgomery  St.  curb  on  the 
project  block  is  a  commercial  loading  zone  along  its  entire  length,  with  no 
marked  spaces;  tow-away  zones  are  in  effect  from  7:00  a.m.  to  9:00  a.m.  and 
4:00  p.m.  to  6:00  p.m.  on  both  Bush  St.  between  Kearny  and  Montgomery  Sts.  and 
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on  Montgomery  St.  on  the  project  block.    Trinity  St.,  the  alley  between  Bush 
and  Sutter  Sts.  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  is  posted  "no  parking  at  any 
time. " 

Observation  of  the  Bush  St.  frontage  during  one  daytime  hour  indicates  about 
80%  occupancy  of  the  metered  spaces  there,  with  a  low  turnover  (30%). 
Approximately  70%  of  the  vehicles  remained  in  the  spaces  longer  than  the 
30-minute  metered  time  limit,  with  an  average  stay  of  50  minutes  per 
vehicle. /6/ 


NOTES  -  Transportation,  Circulation  and  Parking 

/I/  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission,  Resolution  7647,  January  20,  1977, 
Revisions  to  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  Master  P 1  an  Regarding  Parking, 
p.  5.    Downtown  Transportation  Plan,  Objective  1,  Policy  10. 

121  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission,  Resolution  6834,  27  April,  1972, 
Comprehensive  Plan,  Transportation  Element,  pp.  24-25. 

/3/  As  confirmed  by  Peter  Cahill,  Cahill  Construction  Co.,  telephone 
communication,  August  4,  1982. 

/4/  Financial  Center  Garage  information  obtained  from  daily  transaction 
records  supplied  by  Mrs.  Daisy  Jerome,  owner,  at  a  meeting  on 
November  25,  1981. 

/5/  The  parking  inventory  survey  was  conducted  on  November  5,  6,  7,  10,  13, and 
17,  1980,  and  January  20-23  and  26,  1981  (all  weekdays)  between  the  hours  of 
10:00  a.m.  to  noon  and  1:00  to  3:00  p.m.    The  study  area  is  bounded  by  Howard, 
Fourth,  Ellis,  Powell,  Geary,  Mason,  Sacramento,  Powell,  Clay,  Stockton, 
Washington,  Grant,  Jackson,  Sansome,  Washington,  Davis,  California,  Drumm, 
Market,  Beale,  Mission,  and  Fremont  Sts.    The  study  was  conducted  after  the 
start  of  excavation  for  the  George  R.  Moscone  Convention  Center  (August  10, 
1978)  and  construction  for  Crocker  Plaza  and  the  associated  respective  loss  of 
all  parking  spaces  in  the  Th ird-Fourth-Howard-Fol som  Sts.  block  and  some  in 
the  block  to  its  north,  and  the  loss  of  parking  in  the  Montgomery-Post- 
Kearny-Sutter  Sts.  block.    The  information  was  updated  and  revised  in  July  and 
August  1982  by  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.. 

/6/  The  on-street  parking  observation  was  conducted  on  November  30,  1981 
(Monday)  during  a  single  hour  between  1:00  -  2:00  p.m.  by  TJKM. 


F.      AIR  QUALITY 

The  nine-County  San  Francisco  Bay  air  basin  is  designated  by  the  California 
Air  Resources  Board  (CARB)  as  a  nonattainment  area  for  the  ozone  (0^,,  or 
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photochemical  oxidant)  and  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  standards.    San  Francisco  is 
not  a  nonattainment  area  for  total  suspended  particulate  (TSP);  San  Francisco 
does  not  violate  federal  standards  for  nitrous  oxides  (NOx)  but  occasionally 
violates  the  stricter  State  standard.    Nonattainment  means  that  the  federal 
ambient  air  quality  standards  for  these  pollutants  have  been  violated  within 
the  past  two  to  three  years.    As  required  by  the  federal  Clean  Air  Act,  as 
amended  in  1977,  a  regional  Air  Quality  Plan/1/  has  been  adopted  which 
establishes  control  strategies  (stationary  and  mobile  source  emission  controls 
and  transportation  improvements)  to  attain  the  standards  for  these  pollutants 
by  1987.    The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAOMD),  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission  (MTC),  and  CARS  have  primary  responsibility  for 
implementation  of  these  strategies. 

Ozone  is  not  directly  emitted  but  is  a  secondary  pollutant  formed  in  the 
atmosphere  by  a  complex  series  of  photochemical  reactions  and  takes  about  one 
to  three  hours  to  accumulate.    Ozone  air  pollution  is  a  regional  phenomenon 
because  the  precursor  pollutants  are  carried  downwind,  usually  to  the  East  Bay 
and  South  Bay,  during  the  reaction  process.    In  contrast,  CO  and  TSP 
concentrations  reflect  local  emission  sources;  concentrations  are  highest  at 
the  source  and  decrease  as  the  pollutants  are  dispersed  by  wind. 

San  Francisco's  air  quality,  in  general,  is  the  least  degraded  of  all  the 
developed  portions  of  the  Bay  Area.    Because  of  the  prevailing  westerly  and 
northwesterly  winds,  San  Francisco  is  more  a  generator  of  its  own  air  quality 
problems  (especially  CO  and  TSP)  and  a  contributor  to  those  in  other  parts  of 
the  Bay  Area  (especially  ozone),  than  a  recipient  of  pollutants  from  elsewhere. 

The  BAAQMD  operates  an  air  quality  monitoring  station  about  2.5  miles  south  of 
the  site.    A  three-year  summary  of  the  data  collected,  and  the  corresponding 
ambient  air  quality  standards,  are  shown  in  Table  F-1,  Appendix  F,  p.  275. 
These  data  show  occasional  excesses  of  the  most  stringent  ozone,  CO,  TSP,  and 
NOx  standards. 

Highest  annual  pollutant  concentrations  in  San  Francisco,  while  exhibiting 
fluctuations  due  to  variations  in  meteorology,  have  shown  an  overall 
improvement  during  the  1971-1980  period.    No  similar  trend  in  the  annual 
number  of  standard  excesses  is  evident,  although  such  excesses  are  infrequent. 
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Emissions  from  motor  vehicles  are  the  largest  source  of  HC  and  NOx  (precursors 
of  ozone)  and  CO  in  San  Francisco,  while  paved  road  travel  (dust  emissions) 
and  power  plant  fuel  combustion  are  the  largest  sources  of  TSP  and  sulfur 
oxides  (SOx),  respectively. /2/ 


NOTES  -  Air  Quality 

/!/  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  BAAQMD,  MTC,  1979,  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area  Environmental  Management  Plan,  1979  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Plan. 

121  California  Air  Resources  Board  (CARB),  1979,  Emission  Inventory  1976. 


G.  NOISE 


As  is  typical  of  Downtown  San  Francisco,  the  noise  environment  of  the  site  is 
dominated  by  vehicular  traffic  noise.    The  Environmental  Protection  Element  of 
the  Comprehensive  Plan  indicates  an  existing  day-night  average  noise  level 
(Ldn)  of  70  dBA  on  Bush  St.  and  70  dBA  on  Montgomery  St. /1, 2/ 

NOTES  -  Noise 

/I/    Decibel  (dB)  is  a  logarithmic  unit  of  sound  energy  intensity.  Sound 
waves,  traveling  outward  from  a  source,  exert  a  force  known  as  a  sound 
pressure  level  (commonly  called  "sound  level"),  measured  in  decibels.    The  dBA 
is  decibel-corrected  for  the  variation  in  frequency  response  of  the  typical 
human  ear  at  commonly-encountered  noise  levels. 

HI    Ldn  is  an  averaged  sound  level  measurement,  based  on  human  reaction  to 
cumulative  noise  exposure  over  a  24-hour  period,  which  takes  into  account  the 
greater  annoyance  of  nighttime  noises.    Noise  between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  is 
weighted  10  dBA  higher  than  daytime  noise. 
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GEOLOGY 

The  site  is  on  gently  sloping  land  approximately  4,600  ft.  west  of 

San  Francisco  Bay.    Site  elevations  range  from  about  24  ft.  above 

San  Francisco  Datum  (8.6  ft.  above  mean  sea  level)  in  the  southeast  corner  to 

about  35  ft.  above  San  Francisco  Datum  in  the  northwest  corner.    Higher  land 

is  located  to  the  northwest  at  Nob  Hill,  to  the  north  at  Telegraph  Hill,  and 

to  the  southeast  at  Rincon  Hill. 

Based  on  a  geotechnical  analysis  for  the  site,  the  following  geologic  profile 
is  expected.    Approximately  60  to  110  ft.  of  non-rock  materials  overlie 
bedrock.    The  uppermost  18  to  32  feet  of  the  geologic  profile  of  the  site 
consist  of  unengineered  artificial  fill  including  dune  sand,  silt,  clay,  rock 
waste  from  building  excavations,  organic  material,  and  garbage.    This  is 
underlain  by  layers  of  sandy  clays,  dense  sands,  stiff,  hard  clays,  and 
finally  bedrock. /I/    A  geologic  profile  of  the  site  is  provided  in  Appendix  H, 
p.  277.    The  dense,  sandy  clays  are  capable  of  bearing  heavy  loads  with 
compressions  of  no  more  than  one  or  two  inches  and  are  therefore  suitable  as  a 
foundation  base. /I/    The  artificial  fill  material,  however,  is  generally 
unsuitable  as  a  foundation  base  as  it  is  subject  to  compression  and 
differential  settlement  under  heavy  building  loads. 

SEISMOLOGY 

No  active  faults  are  known  to  be  located  within  the  City,  but  several  active 
faults  are  nearby  and  could  affect  the  project. /2/    These  include  the 
San  Andreas  Fault,  about  9.5  miles  southwest  of  the  site;  the  Hayward  Fault, 
about  15.5  miles  east  of  the  site;  and  the  Calaveras  Fault,  about  30  miles 
east  of  the  site  (see  Figure  H-1,  p.  278,  in  Appendix  H). 

Both  the  San  Andreas  and  the  Hayward  Faults  have  a  recent  history  of  major  and 
minor  movement.    Large  and  small  earthquakes  can  be  expected  in  the  Bay  Area 
in  the  future.    Within  approximately  the  next  125  years  (estimates  of 
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recurrence  intervals  \/ary)J3/  at  least  one  earthquake  of  the  magnitude  of  the 
1906  San  Francisco  earthquake  (Richter  magnitude  8.3  /4/)  can  be  expected  to 
affect  the  proposed  building.    Several  moderate  earthquakes,  comparable  to  the 
1957  Daly  City  earthquake  (Richter  5.3),  can  also  be  expected  to  affect  the 
proposed  project. 

The  maximum  expected  earthquake  that  could  affect  the  site  could  potentially 
cause  "strong"  ground  shaking,  which  would  produce  general,  but  not  universal, 
falling  of  cornices  and  cracking  of  masonry  and  brickwork.    Collapse  of  new 
structures  would  probably  be  uncommon.    The  maximum  expected  earthquake  could 
also  cause  1 iquefaction ,/5/  with  resultant  lateral  ground  slippage  and  bearing 
capacity  failure, /6/  or  settlement  of  foundation-bearing  materials. 

HYDROLOGY 

No  water  bodies,  springs  or  watercourses  are  located  on  or  near  the  project 
site.    Surface  runoff  from  the  sloping  site  drains  naturally  to  the  southeast, 
is  discharged  into  a  combined  sanitary  sewer  and  storm  drain  system,  and  is 
transported  to  the  North  Point  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant.    The  drainage 
system  is  designed  to  handle  the  runoff  which  would  occur  during  a  five-year 
storm./?/    Runoff  from  larger  storms  may  exceed  the  capacity  of  the  system, 
however,  and  the  excess  is  carried  in  the  streets.    In  addition,  due  to 
insufficient  treatment  capacity,  stormwater  runoff  currently  causes  an  average 
of  80  overflows  of  wastewater  per  year  into  the  Bay.    Wastewater  management 
system  improvements  currently  under  design  and  construction  would  reduce  the 
number  of  such  overflows  from  large  storms  to  approximately  one  to  eight  per 
year./8/ 

The  groundwater  table  at  the  site  is  about  35  ft.  below  street  grade,  at  an 
elevation  of  -9  feet,  San  Francisco  Datum,  and  may  slope  downward  from  the 
northwest  to  southeast  with  the  slope  of  the  site./9/ 

NOTES  -  Geology,  Seismology  and  Hydrology 

/I/  Harding  Lawson  Associates,  Geotechnical  Investigation,  38  Story 
Office/Apartment  Building,  333  Bush  St.  San  Francisco,  Calif.,  July  16,  1982., 
March  29,  1982.    
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121  Active  faults  are  those  which  have  a  historic  record  of  activity  or  show 
other  geophysical  evidence  of  movement  within  about  the  last  10,000  years. 

/3/  Jim  Dietrich,  Director,  Earthquake  Prediction  Program,  U.S.  Geological 
Survey,  telephone  communication.  May  3,  1982. 

IM  The  Richter  Scale  measures  magnitude  of  earthquakes  based  on  the  amount  of 
energy  released  .    It  is  a  logarithmic  scale,  with  each  full  point  increase 
representing  30  times  as  much  energy  released  as  the  previous  point  (i.e.  a 
magnitude  5  earthquake  releases  30  times  as  much  energy  as  a  magnitude  4 
earthquake) . 

/5/  Liquefaction  is  the  transformation  of  granular  material,  such  as  loose, 
wet  sand,  into  a  fluid-like  state  similar  to  quicksand. 

/6/  Blume,  John  A.,  1974,  San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investigation,  Geologic 
Evaluation. 

n I  A  five-year  storm  is  the  largest  storm  which  would  be  expected  to  occur  in 
a  geographic  area  once  in  approximately  five  years.    It  has  a  20%  probability 
of  occurring  once  any  given  year. 

/8/  Don  Hayashi,  Director  of  Citizens  Participation,  San  Francisco  Clean  Water 
Program,  telephone  communication,  March  24,  1982. 

/9/  C.  Basore,  Associate,  Woodward-Clyde  Consultants,  letter  concerning 
Crocker  National  Bank  Headquarters  (EE  78.298),  August  16,  1978. 
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IV.    Environmental  Impact 


An  Initial  Study  for  the  proposed  project  was  published  March  5,  1982, 
including  the  determination  that  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  was  required. 
Issues  that  were  identified  as  requiring  no  further  discussion  as  a  result  of 
the  Initial  Study  include:    land  use  compatibility,  operational  noise,  public 
services  and  utilities,  biology,  and  safety  and  health  hazards.  Therefore, 
this  EIR  does  not  discuss  these  issues.    The  Initial  Study  is  incorporated 
herein  as  Appendix  A,  pp.  179-220,  and  may  be  referred  to  for  a  discussion  of 
these  issues. 

A.    ARCHITECTURAL  AND  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 
CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

The  project  would  require  the  demolition  of  six  medium-scale  buildings  on  the 
site.    One,  the  Financial  Center  Garage  at  355  Bush  St.,  is  rated  "B"  in  the 
Heritage  Survey  and  "0"  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  1976  Architectural 
Survey.    It  is  a  seven-story  brick  building,  constructed  in  1925  and,  although 
a  parking  garage,  was  designed  to  appear  as  an  office  building  (see  Figure  19, 
p.  73)    The  building  qualifies,  according  to  the  stated  criteria,  to  be 
included  on  the  list  of  architecturally  and/or  historically  significant 
buildings  estabished  by  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  8600 
fMay  29,  1980);  it  was  omitted  from  the  published  list  due  to  error.  The 
other  five  buildings  on  site  are  not  rated  in  either  survey. 

The  project  would  adjoin  an  architecturally  important  group  of  retail 
buildings  on  the  north  side  of  Sutter  St.  between  Kearny  and  Montgomery  Sts. 
(see  Section  III,  Environmental  Setting,  A.  Architectural  and  Cultural 
Resources,  p.  31).    The  project  would  contrast  in  size  and  scale  with  this 
group  of  buildings,  but  would  be  similar  in  height  to  the  new  101 
Montgomery  St.  building  and  Crocker  Headquarters  building  at  Post  and  Kearny 
Sts.    The  project  would  not  alter  the  Sutter  St.  streetscape:  however,  it 


60 


IV.    Environmental  Impact 

would  form  a  new  backdrop  to  that  streetscape.  The  setbacks  on  the  upper 
levels  of  the  proposed  building  would  reduce  its  apparent  scale  and  bulk, 
viewed  in  the  background  of  the  smaller  scale  structures. 

The  project,  in  conjunction  with  the  landmark  status  of  the  Hallidie  Building, 
would  result  in  the  long-term  preservation  of  the  adjacent  Hallidie  Building 
through  1)  the  project  sponsor's  purchase  and  transfer  of  unused  but  permitted 
gross  floor  area  (development  rights)  above  the  building,  limiting  the 
allowable  floor  area  on  the  Hallidie  site  to  that  of  the  existing  structure; 
2)  an  easement  of  light  and  air  for  99  years  restricting  any  structures  on  the 
Hallidie  site  to  the  existing  seven-story  and  one-story  (behind  the  Hallidie 
Building  between  that  building  and  the  project)  heights;  and  3)  purchase  of  a 
facade  easement  in  perpetuity,  restricting  alterations  on  the  facade  of  the 
building. /I/    The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage 
(Heritage)  has  stated  it  would  not  opose  the  demolition  of  the  Financial 
Center  Garage  under  the  condition  that  the  Hallidie  Building  be  preserved,  in 
perpetuity,  through  the  acquisition  and  use  of  the  unused  development  rights 
in  the  proposed  project  or  on  another  site./?/ 

ARCHAEOLOGY 

The  project  site  is  inland  of  the  original  shoreline  of  Verba  Buena  Cove. 
Therefore,  discovery  of  historic  ships  during  excavation  is  unlikely.  The 
project  would  require  minimal  new  excavation  because  most  existing  structures 
on  the  site  have  basements.    The  project  would  be  expected  to  have  no  effect 
upon  subsurface  historic  or  prehistoric  resources. 

NOTES  -  Architectural  and  Cultural  Resources 

/I/  Letter,  June  15,  1982,  Peter  Clark,  Campeau  Corporation  California,  to 
Randall  S.  Rossi,  Ph.D,  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.  describing  the 
purchase  of  development  rights,  light  and  air,  and  facade  easements.    On  file 
at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  St.,  5th  Floor, 
San  Francisco. 

/2/Letter,  March  25,  1982,  H.  Grant  Dehart,  Executive  Director  of  Heritage,  to 
Peter  Clark  and  Gary  Mason,  Campeau  Corporation  California,  which  states:  "The 
Board  of  Directors  reviewed  the  recommendations  of  the  PPC  (Preservation 
Policy  Committee)  at  its  March  18  meeting  and  has  agreed  not  to  object  to  the 
demolition  of  the  Financial  Center  Garage  at  355  Bush  (rated  "B"  in  Spl endid 
Survivors)  under  the  condition  that  the  Hallidie  Building  at  130-150  Sutter 
btreet  wi 1 1  be  preserved,  in  perpetuity,  through  the  acquisition  and  use  of 
the  Hallidie  property's  unused  development  potential  in  your  proposed 
development,  or  on  another  site."  -.-i 
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B.    LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 
LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 

The  project  would  respond  to  major  provisions  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan,  and 
the  description  of  the  C-3-0,  Downtown  Office  District  in  Section  210.3  of  the 
Planning  Code  as  "playing  a  leading  national  role  in  finance,  corporate 
headquarters  and  service  industries  and  serving  as  an  employment  center  for 
the  region."    The  project  would  conform  with  the  height  and  bulk  requirements 
for  the  area:  the  500  ft.  building  height  would  equal  the  500-ft.  maximum 
height  permitted;  the  maximum  exterior  facade  dimension  of  the  building  tower 
would  be  about  152  ft.,  18  ft.  less  than  the  maximum  permitted  building  length 
of  170  ft.;  the  maximum  diagonal  dimension  would  be  approximately  172  ft., 
28  ft.  less  than  the  maximum  permitted  diagonal  dimension  of  200  ft.  (above  a 
height  of  150  ft.).    The  project  uses  would  be  similar  to,  and  compatible 
with,  existing  and  proposed  land  uses  in  the  project  vicinity. 

The  permitted  basic  floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  of  parcels  comprising  the  site  is 
14:1;  based  on  a  site  area  of  31,590  sq.  ft.  this  could  permit  442,260  sq.  ft. 
of  development.    However,  one-half  of  the  development  rights  of  Lot  26  (or 
28,875  sq.  ft.)  were  previously  used  in  the  development  of  the 
101  Montgomery  St.  building.    Therefore,  at  present,  413,385  gross  sq.  ft.  is 
available  for  development,  corresponding  to  an  FAR  of  13.1:1  over  the  total 
site.    To  this  could  be  added  119,000  sq.  ft.  of  transferable  development 
rights  from  the  immediately  adjacent  Hallidie  Building  on  the  south.  In 
addition,  the  project  proposes  to  obtain,  by  Conditional  Use  authorization, 
113,532  sq.  ft.  of  bonus  area  for  multiple  building  entrances,  plazas, 
proximity  to  rapid  transit  and  side  setbacks  under  Ordinance  240-80,  which 
allows  the  application  of  development  bonuses,  to  residential  uses  only.  The 
project  would  add  about  500,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  (proposed 
521,805  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  minus  existing  17,670  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office) 
to  the  current  16.1  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  cumulative  downtown 
development  under  construction  or  approved  (as  of  August,  1982). 
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Through  the  proposed  provision  of  about  11,800  sq.  ft.  of  public  plazas  and 
private,  as  well  as  common,  open  space  for  residents,  the  project  would 
conform  with  Policy  4  of  Objective  6  of  the  Commerce  and  Industry  Element  of 
the  Comprehensive  Plan  by  providing  "amenities  for  those  who  live,  work  and 
use  Downtown."    The  open  space  requirement  for  residential  use  in  the  C-3-0 
District  (Section  135(d)  of  the  City  Planning  Code)  would  be  2,020  sq.  ft.  of 
private  open  space,  or,  if  provided  as  common  open  space,  about  2,680  sq.  ft. 
(If  private  and  common  open  space  were  provided  as  proposed  in  the  project  the 
minimum  required  would  be  2,590  sq.  ft.)    The  open  space  requirement  for  the 
residential  units  on  the  lowest  residential  floor  would  be  satisfied  by  the 
proposed  private,  outdoor  space  on  the  setback  roof  area.    Open  space  for  the 
other  units  would  be  provided  as  common  open  space  on  the  building's  rooftop. 
The  proposed  rooftop  plaza,  an  area  of  about  4,000  sq.  ft.,  would  satisfy  all 
of  the  open  space  required  for  the  residential  portion  of  the  project.  The 
project's  residential  units  would  require  a  variance  from  the  rear  yard 
requirements  of  Section  134  of  the  City  Planning  Code. 

Through  the  proposed  provision  of  56  residential  units,  the  project  would 
respond  to  Objective  2  of  Policy  2  of  the  Residence  Element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan  which  recommends  "multiple  residential  development  in 
conjunction  with  commercial  uses  in  the  Downtown  commercial  area."  The 

proposed  project,  in  providing  on-site  housing  in  the  Financial  District, 
could  encourage  the  establishment  of  residential  services  within  the  vicinity 
as  the  amount  of  residential  land  use  in  the  Downtown  district  increases. 

GUIDING  DOWNTOWN  DEVELOPMENT 

In  May  1981,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  published  Guiding  Downtown 
Development  (GDD),  a  report  containing  a  series  of  regulatory  proposals  for 
managing  development  in  downtown  San  Francisco.    As  of  this  writing,  the  City 
Planning  Commission  has  not  voted  on  approval  of  GDD.    However,  according  to 
Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  9240,  environmental  impact  reports  for 
projects  proposed  in  the  downtown  area  must  include  an  alternative  conforming 
to  GDD  development  proposals.    See  Section  VII.  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed 
Project,  pp.  161-163,  for  such  an  alternative,  and  Table  4,  p.  65,  for  a 
comparison  of  existing  development  controls  with  those  proposed  by  GDD.  GDD 
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recommends  that  the  Basic  FAR  for  the  project  site  be  changed  from  the  present 
14:1,  to  12:1  with  an  additional  FAR  of  5:1  allowable  for  residential  use. 
The  allowable  height  is  recommended  to  be  reduced  from  500  ft.  to  400  ft.  As 
proposed,  the  gross  commercial  office  floor  area  of  the  project  would  exceed 
the  GDD  recommended  FAR  of  12:1  by  4.8:1.    The  3.6:1  FAR  proposed  for  housing 
would  be  less  than  the  GDD  allowable  maximum  FAR  of  5:1  for  on-site  housing. 
At  a  total  FAR  of  20.1:1,  the  project  would  exceed  the  GDD  maximum  FAR  of  17:1 
by  3.1:1.    GDD  recommends  that  the  average  floor  area  of  floors  above  the 
midpoint  of  the  building  height  be  about  two-fifteenths  less  than  the  average 
floor  area  of  floors  below  the  mid-point.    The  sculptured  upper-level  setback 
of  the  project  would  conform  to  this  provision.    The  proposed  height  of 
500  ft.  would  exceed  by  100  ft.  the  400  ft.  maximum  recommended  in  GDD.  No 
increase  in  height,  for  residential  uses,  would  be  permitted  by  GDD  in  400-ft. 
height  districts. 

The  project  would  include  ground-floor  retail  space,  encouraged  by  GDD. 
Public  works  of  art,  valued  at  1%  of  construction  costs,  are  also  recommended 
in  GDD.    Art  work  would  be  provided  at  the  ground  level  of  the  project  but  its 
value  has  not  yet  been  determined.    GDD  policies  suggest  that  one  sq.  ft.  of 
public  open  space  or  recreation  area  be  provided  for  every  25  sq.  ft.  of  gross 
office  floor  area.    Applied  to  the  commercial  portion  of  the  building  only, 
the  recommended  amount  of  open  or  recreational  space  would  be  about  21,280  sq. 
ft./l/    The  project  as  proposed  would  have  about  11,800  sq.  ft.  of  open  space 
on  the  Terrace  Level  plazas  in  addition  to  public  space  in  entry  and  lobby 
areas.    Under  GDD,  open  space  requirements  for  residential  uses  would  be  as 
required  in  Sec.  135  of  the  City  Planning  Code.    The  project  would  exceed 
these  requirements  with  over  4,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  common  and  private  open 
space  for  use  by  project  residents. 

NOTES  -  Land  Use  and  Zoning 

/I/  Total  office/commercial  would  be  532,000  gross  sg.  ft.    Site  area  is 
31,590  sq.  ft.  Therefore: 

532,000    =  21,280 
25 
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C.    URBAN  DESIGN 


IV.    Environmental  Impact 


DESIGN 

The  project  tower  would  be  sited  to  provide  maximum  separation  from  existing 
and  possible  future  neighboring  structures.    It  would  rest  on  a  25  to  30  ft. 
tall  base  structure,  or  podium,  that  would  extend  along  the  perimiter  of  the 
lot  from  the  rear  of  the  French  Bank,  on  Trinity  St.,  to  the  Hotel  Stanford  on 
Bush  St.    The  base  structure  would  be  lower  than  the  immediately  adjacent 
buildings.    The  roof  level  of  the  podium,  not  covered  by  the  first  tower 
floor,  would  have  two  landscaped  public  plazas  (see  Figure  6,  p.  22). 

The  tower  would  have  regular,  framed  window  openings  flush  with  the  building's 
granite  facing.    The  glazing  would  be  tinted  in  the  tower  and  clear  in  the 
windows  at  the  base.    The  exterior  surface  would  be  medium  grey  granites;  the 
sponsor  is  presently  considering  three,  related  shades  of  grey.    The  overall 
combination  of  the  windows  and  granite  facade  would  be  designed  to  create  a 
pattern  on  the  building  surface. 

The  Bush  St.  frontage  would  include,  from  west  to  east,  retail  space,  the 
residential  entry,  combined  service  and  parking  entry,  main  lobby,  and  retail 
shops.    The  residential  entry's  landscaped  interior  would  be  open  to  view  from 
the  street.    The  main  lobby  doors  would  be  set  back  from  the  street.    The  main 
entry  would  be  flanked  with  two  broad  (10  ft.)  stairs  to  the  public  plazas  at 
Terrace  Level  (see  Figure  5,  p.  21).    Small-scale  retail  uses  would  be  located 
on  the  Bush- Trinity  Sts.  corner  and  along  the  full  Trinity  St.  frontage  of  the 
site.    The  project  would  result  in  less  total  frontage  of  retail  uses  along 
the  site  than  presently  exists  (348  ft.  at  present;  272  ft.  for  the  project). 

The  project  would  enhance  the  pedestrian  environment  in  the  site  area  by 
continuing  ground  floor  uses  (although  total  retail  area  would  be  reduced), 
providing  public  plazas  and  encouraging  pedestrian  activity  along  Trinity  St. 
A  continuous  street  facade  would  be  maintained  along  Bush  St.  as  the 
building's  base  would  be  built  out  to  the  Bush  St.  property  line.    The  25-  to 
30-foot  building  base  would  be  lower  than  nearby  older  buildings  which  range 
from  two  to  seven  stories.    101  Montgomery  St.,  across  Trinity  St.  from  the 
site  will  be  28  stories  tall  upon  completion. 
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IV.    Environmental  Impact 

The  design  of  the  Trinity  St.  frontage  would  be  coordinated  to  the  maximum 
extent  feasible  with  the  design  of  the  street  level  of  the  facing  development 
(101  Montgomery  St.  building)  and  with  the  paving  to  be  installed  on 
Trinity  St.  by  the  developers  of  101  Montgomery  St.  as  a  condition  of  that 
project's  approval.    The  project's  architects  intend  the  design,  scale  and 
detail  of  the  Trinity  St.  frontage  to  create  a  setting  that  would  enhance 
pedestrian  use  of  the  street.    All  plans  for  the  improvement,  use  or  design  of 
project  elements  that  affect  Trinity  St.  would  be  reviewed  by  the  City 
Planning  Department  and  coordinated  with  plans  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Works,  fire,  police  and  emergency  services  departments. 

The  project  tower  would  have  larger  floors  at  its  lower,  office  levels,  and 
smaller  floors  at  the  top,  residential  levels.    The  top  of  the  tower  would  be 
configured  in  a  manner  compatible  with  residential  unit  planning,  which  would 
result  in  an  articulated  profile. 

The  relationship  of  the  project  to  adopted  City  plans  and  policies  for  urban 
design  is  reviewed  in  Table  5,  p.  69. 

VISUAL  QUALITY 

Views  of  the  project  from  adjacent  streets  would  include  all  or  parts  of  the 
building  tower.    Although  Figure  19,  p.  73  does  not  show  the  top  of  the 
project,  views  of  the  project  from  Kearny  St.  at  Bush  St.  would  include  the 
full  height  of  the  tower  (Figure  19,  p.  73),  as  would  the  view  from  Grant  Ave. 
and  Bush  St.  (Figure  18,  p.  72),  as  viewers  would  look  up,  not  just  from  a 
fixed  position.    From  the  Montgomery  and  Bush  Sts.  intersection,  the  project 
would  be  partially  obstructed  by  the  Alexander  Building  (see  Figure  3, 
p.  19).    The  project  would  be  visible  from  Sutter  St.  between  Kearny  and 
Montgomery  Sts.  above  and  behind  the  Hallidie  Building.    From  Montgomery  at 
Sutter  St.,  views  of  the  project  would  be  obstructed  by  the  California  Pacific 
•  Building  and  the  101  Montgomery  St.  building,  now  under  construction.  The 
project  would  contribute  to  changing  the  character  of  the  Bush  St.  area  west 

of  Montgomery  St.  from  smaller-scale  low-  and  medium-rise  retail  and  office 
structures  to  larger  scale  high-rise  office  structures. 
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The  project  would  interrupt  some  views  of  Potrero  Hill,  to  the  south,  from  the 
upper  floors  of  the  Russ  and  the  Mills  buildings,  within  one  block  north  and 
northeast  of  the  site,  respectively.    Existing  short-range  views  of  the 
Hunter-Dulin  Building  from  the  northwest  would  be  blocked  (see  Figure  20, 
p.  74). 
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TABLE  5:  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  APPLICABLE  URBAN  DESIGN  POLICIES  OF  THE 
SAN  FRANCISCO  COMPREHENSIVE  PLAN*  AND  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


APPLICABLE  URBAN  DESIGN  POLICIES 
A.    Policies  for  City  Pattern 


RELATIONSHIP  OF  PROJECT  TO  APPLICABLE 
POLICIES 


1.     Policy  l-"Recognize  and 

protect  major  views  in  the 
City,  with  particular 
attention  to  those  of  open 
spaces  and  water."  (p.  10) 


The  project  site  fronts  a  major 
view  corridor  (Bush  Street) 
designated  in  the  Comprehensive 
Plan.    The  project  would  not 
interrupt  views  towards  the  Bay, 
which  are  presently  blocked  at  the 
foot  of  Bush  St.  by  intervening 
buildings,  nor  would  it  block  views 
of  any  existing  open  space.  The 
project  would  interrupt  some  views 
of  Potrero  Hill  to  the  south  from 
the  upper  floors  of  the  Russ 
Building.    Existing  short-range 
views  of  the  Hunter-Dulin  Building 
from  the  northwest  would  be  blocked. 


Policy  2-"Recognize,  protect 
and  reinforce  the  existing 
street  pattern,  especially  as 
it  is  related  to  topography." 
(p.  10) 


The  project  base  would  be  built  out 
to  the  property  line,  maintaining 
the  continuous  street  facade  along 
Bush  Street.    A  low-rise  frontage 
of  retail  establishments  would  be 
created  along  the  entire  site  on 
Trinity  St.  and  on  Bush  St.  at  the 
project  corner. 


Policy  3-"Recognize  that 
buildings,  when  seen  together, 
produce  a  total  effect  that 
characterizes  the  City  and  its 
districts."  (p.  10) 


The  sculptured  tower  would  be  a 
visible,  but  not  prominent, 
addition  in  many  distant  views  of 
the  downtown  skyline.    It  would 
join  a  number  of  other  comparably 
sized,  relatively  recent  high-rise 
buildings  in  the  downtown  area. 
Collectively,  these  buildings 
provide  the  major  visual 
identification  for  the  central 
business  district. 


*City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  1971,  Comprehensive  Plan,  Urban  Design 
Element,    (page  references  shown  in  parentheses ) . 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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4.     Policy  6-"Make  centers  of 
activity  more  prominent 
through  design  of  street 
features  and  by  other  means." 
(p.  12) 


5.     Policy  8-"Increase  the 
visibil ity  of  major 
destination  areas  and  other 
points  for  orientation."  (p. 
13) 


Policies  for  Conservation 

6,     Pol  icy  4- "Preserve  notable 
landmarks  and  areas  of 
historic,  architectural  or 
aesthetic  value,  and  promote 
the  preservation  of  other 
buildings  and  features  that 
provide  continuity  with  past 
development."  (p.  25) 


7.     Policy  6-"Respect  the 

character  of  older  development 
nearby  in  the  design  of  new 
buildings."  (p.  25) 


The  project  would  include  retail 
shops  along  Trinity  St., 
maintaining  retail  establishments 
on  the  site  and  enhancing  the 
pedestrian  environment.  Street 
furniture  is  not  presently  included 
in  project  plans.    No  detailed 
landscaping  plans  are  presently 
available.    The  City  has  designated 
Trinity  Street  as  a  Pedestrian 
Transit  Service  Street  but  has  no 
designated  improvement  plans  for  it. 

See  Item  2  above.    The  project 
would  introduce  another  tower  into 
the  skyline  of  the  central  business 
district  and  would  reinforce  the 
visual  identity  of  the 
Bush/Montaomery  Sts.  intersection 
as  a  major  Financial  District 
activity  center. 


By  dedication  of  a  facade  easement 
and  transfer  and  utilization  of 
development  from  the  historically 
and  architecturally  significant 
Hallidie  Building  the  project  would 
assure  the  long-term  preservation 
of  that  building.    The  project 
would  reguire  the  demolition  of  a 
parking  garage  constructed  in  1925 
and  rated  "B"  by  Heritaae  and  "0" 
in  the  Department  of  City  Plannina, 
1976  Architectural  Survey. 

The  project  would  differ  in  style 
and  scale  from  neighboring  older 
buildings.    The  buildina  base  would 
be  25-30  ft.  tall  at  the  Bush  and 
Trinity  Sts.  corner  and  alona  all 
of  its  Trinity  Street  frontage. 
This  would  be  from  2  to  4  stories 
lower  than  immediately  adjacent 
older  developments  and  of  a  similar 
height  as  several  of  the  structures 
that  it  would  replace. 
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C.    Policies  for  Major  New  Development 


8.      Policy-  1- "Promote  harmony  in 
the  visual  relationships  and 
transitions  between  newer  and 
older  buildings."  (p.  36) 


9.     Policy  2-"Avoid  extreme 

contrasts  in  color,  shape,  and 
other  characteristics  which 
will  cause  new  buildings  to 
stand  out  in  excess  of  their 
public  importance."  (p.  36) 


10.    Policy  4-"Promote  building 
forms  that  will  respect  and 
improve  the  integrity  of  open 
spaces  and  other  public 
areas."  (p.  36) 


11.    Policy  5-"Relate  the  heights 
of  buildings  to  important 
attributes  of  the  City  pattern 
and  to  the  height  and 
character  of  existing 
developments."  (p.  36) 


12.    Policy  6-"Relate  the  bulk  of 
buildings  to  the  prevailing 
scale  of  development  to  avoid 
an  overwhelming  or  dominating 
apperance  in  new 
construction."  (p.  37) 
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The  building  form  would  consist  of 
a  tower  on  a  low-scale  base.  This 
configuration  would  provide  a 
visual  transition  between  the 
mid-rise  buildings  west  of  the 
project  and  the  high-rise  buildings 
east  of  the  project. 


The  project  would  be  rectilinear  in 
form  with  a  stair-step  setback  on 
all  corners  occuring  at  the  28th 
floor.    The  exterior  surface  would 
be  medium  grey  granite;  the  use  of 
three  related  shades  is  under 
consideration.    Windows  on  the 
upper  floors  would  be  tinted  and 
ground  level  windows  would  be  clear. 

See  Item  1  above.    The  project 
would  not  shade  any  existing  public 
park  or  plaza.    The  tower  bulk 
would  be  less  than  the  maximum 
permitted,  and  would  block  less 
sunlioht  than  would  an  alternate 
project  of  maximum  allowable 
horizontal  dimensions.    The  project 
would  include  11,850  sq.  ft.  of 
publicly  accessible  plaza  area. 

The  project  would  be  comparable  in 
height  to  other  high-rise  buildings 
which  comprise  the  downtown 
skyline,  shorter  than  several  major 
buildings  in  the  area,  and  taller 
than  buildings  on  the  west.  Nearby 
buildings  to  the  east  are  similar 
in  height;  mid-rise  and  low-rise 
buildings  to  the  west  are  smaller 
scale.    The  project  height  of 
500  ft.  would  equal  the  permitted 
maximum  height  of  500  ft. 

The  maximum  horizontal  dimensions 
of  the  project  would  be  generally 
greater  than  those  of  neighboring 
older  buildings  and  comparable  with 
nearby  high-rise  structures.  The 
tower  would  be  set  back  from  the 
property  line  on  the  east  (Trinity 
St.)  and  on  the  west,  although  the 
base  structure  would  be  built  out 
to  the  property  line.    The  25-30 
foot  building  base  would  relate  to 
pedestrian  scale  and  would  help 
relate  the  project  to  neighboring 
older  buildings. 
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-  SITE 

FIGURE  19a: 

View  of  Trinity  Street  from  Bush  Street 

SOURCE:   Environmental  Science  Associates.  Inc. 
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[    1  Proposed  Building 

FIGURE  20: 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science 

View  of  the  Hunter-Dulin  Building  Over 

Associates,  Inc. 

the  Financial  Center  Garage  Annex 
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IV.    Environmental  Impact 

Medium-range  views  of  the  Hunter-Dulin  Building  from  Grant  Ave.  and  California 
St.  would  also  be  blocked.    The  project  tower  would  have  a  sculptured  shape 
and  would  be  set  back  on  all  sides  and  corners  from. adjacent  structures.  Bulk 
would  be  less  than  the  maximum  permitted  at  the  site. 

The  project  would  be  visible  from  long-range  viewpoints  as  well  as  from  nearby 
buildings  and  street  level  areas  in  surroundino  blocks.    From  Twin  Peaks,  the 
project  would  be  visible  as  part  of  a  prominent  group  of  hiah-rise  buildinos 
of  similiar  or  greater  height  (see  Figure  21,  p.  76).    The  project  would  be 
visible  in  the  downtown  skyline  from  higher  topoaraphy  and  buildings  to  the 
west,  northwest  and  south.    A  small  portion  of  the  top  of  the  building  would 
be  visible  in  the  skyline  from  the  east. 

SUNLIGHT  AND  SHADOW 

The  project,  in  replacing  mid-  and  low-rise  structures  on  the  site,  would 
create  more  extensive  shadow  patterns  than  exist  at  present.    At  the 
pedestrian  level  there  would  be  no  change  during  December  days  because  Bush 
St.  is  presently  in  shadow.    Much  of  the  project  shadow  pattern  would  coincide 
with  those  cast  by  existing  structures  in  the  area  including  the  Russ, 
180  Montgomery  St.,  Hunter-Dulin,  and  Wells  Fargo  buildinqs.    The  project 
would  sh^ce  some  sidewalk  areas:  it  would  not  shade  any  other  existing  public 
areas,  parks  or  open  spaces. 

Figures  22  through  24  (pp.  78-80)  show  the  projected  shadow  pattprns  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  site,  at  8:00  a.m..  1:00  p.m..  and  4:00  p.m.  during 
mid-December,  mid-March  and  mid-September,  and  mid-June.    A  review  of  these 
shadow  patterns  shows  that  the  Bush  St.  sidewalks  on,  and  across  from,  the 
project  block  would  be  in  shade,  as  they  are  presently,  at  all  times  except 
for  mornings  and  late  afternoons  (8:00  a.m.  and  4:00  p.m.  fiqures)  in  mid-June 
and,  for  the  east  end  of  the  north  sidewalk,  mornings  in  spring  and  fall.  The 
project  would  add  new  shade  to  Bush  St.  in  early  afternoons  during  the  summer. 

In  mid-December,  the  project  would  cast  morning  shadows  on  Kearny  St.  from 
Bush  to  Pine  Sts.,  coincident  with  those  cast  by  101  Montgomery  St.  Sunder 
construction).    During  midwinter  mornings  the  project  shadows  would  overlap 
existing  shadows  at  Kearny  and  Pine  Sts.    During  the  noon  hour  in  mid-December 
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IV.    Environmental  Tmoact 

(represented  by  the  1:00  p.m.  fiqure),  the  project  shadow  would  extend  north 
across  Bush  St.  onto  the  Russ  Buildina  coincident  with  existing  shadows.  The 
project  would  not  add  any  new  shadows  to  Montgomery  St.  between  Pine  and 
California  Sts.  because  the  Russ  Building  already  shades  this  sidewalk. 
During  the  late  afternoon  hours  the  project  would  cast  long  northeastward 
shadows,  shading  the  project's  east  plaza,  and  adding  new  shace  to  the  south 
wing  of  the  Russ  Building.    All  other  shadows  created  by  the  project  at  these 
times  would  fall  on  rooftops  in  the  Mills  Building  block. 

During  mid-March  and  mid-September,  the  mornina  northwestward  shadow  cast  by 
the  project  would  overlap  existing  shadows  shading  the  Kearny/Bush  St. 
intersection,  a  portion  of  Kearny  St.  between  Bush  and  Pine  Sts.,  and  the  tops 
and  sides  of  buildings  along  this  portion  of  Kearny  St.    The  project  would  not 
add  any  new  shade  to  these  areas  during  mid-March  and  mi d- September  mornings. 
Shade  from  the  proposed  Russ  Tower,  across  Bush  St.  from  the  site,  would  shade 
the  northern  part  of  this  block  of  Kearny  St.    At  noontime,  project  shadow 
would  fall  on  buildings  to  the  north  and  on  Bush  St.  and  sidewalks.    The  late 
afternoon  shadow  of  the  project  would  be  cast  eastward  and,  like  the 
mid-December  afternoon  shadow,  would  add  new  shade  to  the  rooftops  and  sides 
of  mid-rise  buildings  on  Bush  St.  between  Montomery  and  Sansome  Sts., 
northeast  of  the  site,  the  Montaomery/Bush  Sts.  intersection,  and  the 
Alexander  Building.    Project  shadow  would  not  fall  on  the  rooftop  plazas  of 
the  Russ  Building. 

Shortest  shadows  would  occur  during  mid-June  because  of  the  sun's  hioh  angle 
in  the  sky.    During  morning  hours  the  building  would  cast  new  shadow  westward 
on  the  roofs  of  buildings  adjacent  to  the  site  between  Bush  and  Sutter  Sts.  A 
portion  of  this  area  would  also  be  shadowed  by  the  101  Montgomery  St.  and 
180  Montgomery  St.  buildings.    During  the  noon  hour  the  project  would  shade 

both  Bush  St.  sidewalks  and  the  San  Francisco  Curb  Exchange  building. 
Mid-June  late  afternoon  shadows  from  the  project  would  newly  shade  the  roof  of 
the  Alexander  Building,  and  the  west  side  of  the  101  Montgomery  St.  building. 
The  project  shadow  would  overlap  existing  shadows  on  the  Push  St.  sidewalk. 

The  two  plazas  proposed  for  the  second  floor  of  the  project  would  be  in  shade 
much  of  the  year  because  of  existing  or  proposed  high-rise  development.  The 
building  would  partially  or  fully  shade  its  own  plazas  at  the  foUowino 
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FIGURE  22: 

Projected  Shadow  Patterns 
in  Vicinity  of  Project 
Mid-December 
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Legend 

Project  Shadow  (new  shadow  only) 


Shadow  of  Proposed  Buildings 
Other  than  Project 
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I     I   Existing  Shadow 

FIGURE  23: 

Projected  Shadow  Patterns 
in  Vicinity  of  Project 
Mid-  March  and 
Mid-September 
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FIGURE  24: 

Projected  Shadow  Patterns 
in  Vicinity  of  Project 
Mid-June 
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IV.    Environmental  Impact 

times:     (1)  during  mid-December  late  in  the  afternoons  a  portion  of  the  east 
plaza  would  be  in  shadow,  and  a  small  portion  of  the  west  plaza  would  also  be 
in  shadow;   (2)  during  mid-December  at  the  noon  hour  the  project  would  shade 
its  east  plaza;  (3)  in  mid-March  and  mid-September  late  afternoons  the  project 
would  shadow  the  east  plaza,  but  not  the  west  plaza;  (4)  during  mid-June 
mornings  the  west  plaza  would  be  in  shadow,  while  the  east  plaza  would  be  in  a 
shadow  cast  by  an  adjacent  building;  f5)  mid-June  afternoons  (4  p.m.)  would 
expose  the  west  plaza  to  sunlight  while  the  east  plaza  would  be  shaded  by  the 
proposed  tower.    During  mid-June  and  mid-September  at  noon  time  both  the  east 
and  west  plaza  would  be  in  sunlight.    The  project's  plazas  would  probably 
receive  their  qreatest  use  during  the  npon  hours. 


WIND/1/ 


Wind  speeds  at  pedestrian  level  can  be  predicted  by  comparing  recorded  wind 
data  with  "wind  speed  ratios",  which  are  ratios  of  pedestrian  level  wind 
speeds  relative  to  the  speed  above  the  wakes  of  surrounding  buildings  (called 
the  freestream  wind  speed). /2/    It  should  be  noted  that  wind  speed  ratios  are 
not  actual  wind  speeds  but  ratios.    Thus  a  point  having  a  "very  high"  wind 
speed  ratio  could  still  experience  light  winds  on  a  calm  day.    Likewise,  a 
point  found  to  have  a  "low"  wind  speed  ratio  could  experience  significant 
winds  on  an  extremely  windy  day.    For  San  Francisco,  the  commonly  used 
definitions  of  pedestr ian- 1 evel  wind  speed  ranges  are  as  follows: 

Ratio  of  Pedestrian  Level 
Wind  Speed  Ratio  Wind  Speed  to  Freestream  Wind  Speed 

Low  0.00  -  0.19 

Moderately  Low  0.20  -  0.29 

Moderate  0.30  -  0.49 

Moderately  High  0.50  -  0.69 

High  0.70  -  1.00 

Very  High  Greater  than  1.00 

Wind  tunnel  tests  of  localized  wind  speeds  and  directions  at,  and  near,  the 
project  site  were  conducted  using  a  scale  model  of  the  site  and  vicinity,  and 

using  wind  tunnel  adjustments  known  to  accurately  model  atmospheric  boundary 
layers  near  the  surface  of  the  earth.    Other  proposed  buildings  included  in 
the  setting  for  wind  tunnel  testing  included:  350  Bush  St.,  466  Bush  St., 
222  Kearny  St.,  and  101  Montgomery  St.    The  study  included  separate  tests  of 
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west,  southwest,  and  northwest  winds  under  existing  conditions,  and  with  the 
proposed  project  and  others  as  noted. /3/    Because  west,  southwest,  and 
northwest  winds  are  the  most  common  in  San  Francisco,  they  are  the  most 
representative  for  evaluation  purposes. 

In  addition  to  wind  tunnel  tests,  on-site  vind  measurements  were  performed 
under  west  wind  conditions  on  July  29,  19.'^^,  for  the  purpose  of  comparison 
with  the  wind  tunnel  measurements  and  to  estimate  wind  effects  on  Trinity  St. 
These  tests  showed  that  "...the  wind  tunnel  results  provided  reasonable 
estimation  of  the  wind  environment  when  the  wind-tunnel  model  is 
accurate. '74/    The  following  discussion  describes  modeled  conditions  for  west, 
southwest  and  northwest  winds. 

West  Wind 

The  existing  near  surface  wind  speed  ratios  are  low,  or  moderately  low,  at  all 
measured  locations;    wind  speed  ratios  range  from  0.07  to  0.27.    The  highest 
street-level  wind  speed  ratios  adjacent  to  the  project  site  are  along  Bush  St. 
between  its  intersections  with  Montgomery  St.  and  Trinity  St.    In  this 
stretch,  the  wind  speed  ratios  vary,  from  east  to  west,  from  0.16  in  front  of 
the  project  site  to  0.27  at  Trinity  St..  to  0.22  at  the  Bush  and 
Montgomery  Sts.  intersection.    Trinity  St.  currently  has  gusty  winds  and 
moderately  low  wind  speed  ratios.    Winds  west  of  Kearny  St.  on  Pine,  Bush,  and 
Sutter  Sts.  are  easterly  due  to  a  large  recirculating  wind  flow  on  the 
downwind  (east)  of  Nob  Hill.    The  Bank  of  America  Headquarters  creates  a  larae 
turbulent  wake,  which  extends  several  blocks  downwind  (east)  of  the  building. 

The  proposed  project  would  create  the  folloving  changes  in  the  wind 
environment  during  west  winds: 

More  wind  would  be  channeled  along  Bush  St.  directly  north  of  the  proposed 
building,  creating  an  increase  in  wind  speed  ratios  from  low  to  moderately 
low  (0.16  to  0.27).    An  increase  in  wind  speed  ratios  from  low  (0.16)  to 
moderate  (0.30)  would  occur  mid-block  across  Bush  St.,  at  the  proposed 
Russ  Tower. 
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Wind  speed  ratios  on  Bush  St.  east  of  Montgomery  St.  would  increase  from 
low  (0.15)  to  moderately  low  (0.27). 

Wind  speed  ratios  would  increase  from  0.22  to  0.29  at  the  intersection  of 
Montgomery  and  Bush  Sts.  The  ratio  would  remain  moderately  low  except  at 
the  northwest  corner,  where  it  would  change  to  moderate. 

Winds  on  Post  St.  west  of  Kearny  St.  would  become  unsteady  and  would 
repeatedly  change  direction  from  west  to  east  to  west. 

Winds  on  Trinity  St.  and  Bush  St.  would  become  less  gusty  and  wind  speed 
ratios  would  rise  from  .27  to  .30,  or  from  moderately  low  to  moderate. 

Southwest  Wind 

The  existing  near  surface  wind  speed  ratios  are  low  and  moderately  low  at  all 
measured  locations  except  along  Kearny  St.  and  Montgomery  St.,  and  at  the 
Montgomery  /  Sutter    and  Montgomery  /  Bush  Sts.  intersections,  where  the 
ratios  are  moderate.    Unsteady  winds  with  mooerately  low  wind  speed  ratios 
occur  at  the  Trinity  /  Bush  St.  intersection,  where  wind  speed  ratios  along 
Bush  St.  change  from  0.13  to  0.26  (at  Trinity  St.)  to  0.14,  from  west  to  east 
crossing  the  intersection  of  Bush  and  Trinity  Sts. 

The  proposed  project  would  create  the  following  changes  in  the  wind 
environment  for  southwest  winds: 

Wind  speed  ratios  would  increase  from  0.31  to  0.40  at  the  Kearny  St.  / 
Sutter  St.  intersection;  ratios  would  remain  in  the  moderate  range.  Due 
to  a  channeling  of  the  wind  on  Kearny  St.  (mostly  in  the  center  portion  of 
the  street)  the  wind  speed  ratio  would  decrease  0.33  to  0.26  at  the 
Kearny  /  Bush  Sts.  intersection  and  decrease  from  a  wind  speed  ratio  of 
0.34  to  0.30  on  the  sidewalk  area  of  the  Kearny  St.  /  Hardie  Place 
intersection  (site  of  proposed  development  at  the  northeast  corner  of 
Sutter  and  Kearny  Sts.). 
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At  the  Bush  /  Trinity  Sts.  intersection,  the  wind  speed  ratio  would 
decrease  from  0.26  to  0.19  (from  moderately  low  to  low).    The  channeling 
of  the  wind  on  Kearny  St.  would  also  cause  a  calm,  low  wind  just  north  of 
the  project  site. 

With  the  project,  easterly  winds  would  prevail  on  Push  and  Sutter  Sts. 
west  of  Kearny  St.,  compared  to  existing  prevailing  westerly  winds  on 
these  streets. 

Northwest  Wind 

The  existing, near  surface  wind  speed  ratios  are  low  and  moderately  low  at  all 
measured  locations.    Part  of  the  wind  along  Sutter  St.  turns  onto 
Montgomery  St.  at  the  southwest  corner  of  the  Montgomery  St.  /  Sutter  St. 
intersection,  and  the  southwest  corner  of  the  intersection  has  a  wind  speed 
ratio  of  0.29  (moderately  low)  while  the  wind  speed  ratio  on  the  northeast 
corner  is  0.17  (low).    Unsteady  winds  with  low  wind  speed  ratios  occur  on 
Trinity  St.  between  Bush  and  Sutter  Sts.    A  large  turbulent  wake  is  created  by 
the  Bank  of  America  Headquarters  and  extends  several  blocks  downwind 
(southeast)  of  that  building. 

The  proposed  project  would  create  the  following  changes  in  the  wind 
environment  with  northwest  winds: 

Wind  speed  ratios  at  most  locations  near  the  site  would  increase  slightly 
compared  to  the  existing  setting  and  would  remain  moderately  low.  This 
would  not  change  the  general  environment  with  respect  to  pedestrian 
comfort. 

Wind  speed  ratios  along  Sutter  St.  would  increase  by  an  average  of  around 
0.03,  and  would  remain  low.    Wind  speeds  at  the  northeast  corner  of  the 
Kearny  St.  /  Sutter  St.  intersection  would  increase  from  a  ratio  of  0.12 
to  0.19  (the  top  of  the  low  range),  as  more  wind  would  turn  from 
Kearny  St.  onto  Sutter  St. 
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The  unsteady  winds  on  Trinity  St.  would  diminish,  and  the  difference  in 
wind  speeds  at  measured  points  across  the  Montgomery  St.  /  Sutter  St. 
intersection  would  decrease. 


Low  magnitude  winds  would  reverse  direction  from  southerly  to  northerly  on 
Kearny  St.  at  the  Pine  /  Kearny  Sts.  intersection. 


Low  magnitude  easterly  winds  on  Bush  St.  west  of  Kearny  St.  would  occur. 
The  existing  setting  has  westerly  winds  of  low  magnitude. 


The  greatest  change  in  the  wind  environment  due  to  the  project  would  occur 
with  westerly  winds,  along  Bush  St.  just  north  of  the  proposed  building  and  at 
the  Bush  /  Montgomery  Sts.  intersection,  where  existing  low  to  moderately  low 
wind  speed  ratios  would  become  moderately  low  to  moderate.    The  proposed 
project  would  also  decrease  wind  speeds  on  Kearny  St.  and  on  Trinity  St;  the 
latter  street  would  have  increased  pedestrian  use  upon  implementation  of  the 
project. 


NOTES  -  Urban  Design 

/I/    This  section  is  based  upon  a  study,  entitled  "Wind-Tunnel  Studies  of  the 
333  Bush  St.  Building",  February  1982,  prepared  by  Dr.  Bruce  White.    A  copy  of 
this  document  is  included  in  Section  X  of  this  report  as  Appendix  C 
(pp.  224-242). 

HI    Meteorological  instruments  used  for  recording  the  available  data  on  wind 
speeds  and  directions  are  placed  so  that  they  essentially  measure  freestream 
wind  speeds,  i.e.  above  surface  obstacles. 

/3/    The  tests  included  flow  visualization  tests,  which  placed  a  continuous 
stream  of  smoke  at  various  locations  to  determine  wind  directions,  and 
hot-wire  anemometer  measurements  of  wind  speed  ratios  and  turbulent 
intensities  at  20  surface  locations  on  and  near  the  project  site.    (Please  see 
Appendix  C,  pp.  224-242.) 

/4/  Bruce  White,  Ph.  D.,  letter  report  dated  August  1,  1982,  to  Richard 
Grassetti,  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.  confirming  results  of 
on-site  wind  measurements  conducted  on  July  29,  1982.    A  complete  description 
of  these  tests  and  their  results  is  on  file  at  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  450  McAllister  St.  San  Francisco,  Fifth  Floor. 
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D.    EMPLOYMENT,  HOUSING  AND  FISCAL  FACTORS 


EMPLOYMENT 

Project-Related  Employment 

The  project  would  displace  24  existing  tenants  employing  about  138  people  in 
six  buildings.    According  to  a  tenant  survey  completed  in  March  1982,  most 
tenants  at  the  site  would  prefer  to  relocate  in  San  Francisco,  particularly  in 
the  Financial  District.    Some  expressed  concern  about  finding  suitable  space 
with  comparable  rent.    No  tenants  had  specific  relocation  plans;  one  has 
expressed  an  interest  in  relocating  in  the  project  ./I/ 

About  2,130  permanent  full-time  jobs  would  be  provided  by  the  project.    In  the 
absence  of  specific  information  about  project  tenants,  this  number  was  derived 
by  assuming  an  average  number  of  sq.  ft.  per  employee,  by  use,  for  the  project 
floor  area  that  would  be  devoted  to  each  use  (see  Table  6).    The  net  increase 
in  employment  at  the  site,  after  subtracting  the  approximately  138  existing 
jobs  at  the  site  in  1982,  would  be  about  1,995. 

Bay  Area  Employment  Multiplier  Effects 

Secondary  employment  and  income  would  result  from  permanent  project  employment 
because  each  employed  person  would  generate  additional  employment  by  his  or 
her  demands  for  goods  and  services,  through  the  multiplier  effect.  Assuming 
that  the  new  jobs  accommodated  by  the  project  were  primarily  in  finance, 
insurance,  and  real  estate  (the  so-called  FIRE  sector),  about  2,390  additional 
jobs  in  other  sectors  of  the  Bay  Area  economy  would  result  from  the  growth  of 
FIRE  businesses  through  the  multiplier  effect. /2/ 
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TABLE  6:    PROJECTED  PERMANENT  EMPLOYMENT  AT  THE  PROJECT  SITE 


Building  Space         Space  Per  Employee     Projected  Number 


Employment  Type  (Gross  Sq.  Ft . )  (Sq.  Ft.)   of  Employees 

Office                             521  ,800  250*  2,087 

Retail                              10,600  400**  27 

Building  Maintenance        532,400  30,000***  18 

TOTAL  EMPLOYMENT  2,132 

TOTAL  EXISTING  EMPLOYMENT  (See  Table  D-3,  p.  247)  138 

NET  INCREASE  ON  SITE  1,994 


*  Department  of  City  Planning  "Office/Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP) 
Interim  Guidelines,"  January  1982. 

**  California  Office  of  Planning  and  Research,  Economic  Practices  Manual, 
January  1978,  pp.  35  -  37. 

***  High-rise  buildings  generally  employ  one  janitor  per  30,000  gross  square 
feet  (Rodger  Dillon,  Secretary-Treasurer,  Building  Service  Employees  Union, 
Local  87,  telephone  conversation,  April  17,  1980).    The  30,000  square  feet  per 
maintenance  employee  figure  includes  additional  service  personnel,  such  as 
security  guards,  building  engineers  and  window  washers. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


The  total  number  of  Bay  Area  jobs  that  would  be  supported  by  growth  in 
downtown  employment  due  to  the  project  would  be  about  4,385  (1,994  net  project 
jobs  plus  the  2,390  jobs  induced  by  the  multiplier  effect).    Assuming  a 
construction  labor  cost  of  $38,500,000  and  an  average  yearly  construction  wage 
of  $35,000,  the  project  would  require  about  550  person-years  of  construction 
labor  throughout  the  approximately  24-month  construction  period.  About 
850  additional  person-years  of  employment  would  be  generated  in  the  Bay  Area 
as  a  result  of  the  multiplier  effect  of  project  construction ./2/ 
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The  proposed  project,  together  with  other  major  downtown  office  buildings 
under  construction  and  approved  (as  of  August  6,  1982)  would  result  in  about 
17.4  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  if  all  were  to  be  built  (see 
Appendix  E,  Table  E-2,  p.  256).    About  1.3  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  existing 
office  space  would  be  replaced  by  proposed  development,  resulting  in  about 
16.1  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  office  Space. 

If  office  employment  in  San  Francisco  were  to  continue  to  account  for  the  same 
percentage  of  overall  employment  growth  as  it  has  in  the  decade  1970-80, 
projections  ,by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG)  suggest  that  a 
net  increase  of  about  1.25  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  would  be  required 
each  year  between  1980  and  1985  to  accommodate  that  growth. /3/    Demand  for 
office  space,  however,  could  be  greater.    The  ABAG  projection  indicates  that 
1.25  million  additional  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  will  be  occupied  each  year. 
This  could  be  because  no  more  than  that  would  be  demanded  or  because  no  more 
would  be  supplied.    If  occupancy  is  limited  by  supply,  then  more  than  1.25 
million  sq.  ft.  of  new  space  would  be  occupied  each  year  if  more  were  built. 
Low  vacancy  rates  and  the  rate  of  rent  increase  suggest  a  backlog  of  demand. 
One  commercial  real  estate  broker  foresees  that  by  1984,  9.1  million  sq.  ft. 
of  office  space  will  be  available,  and  all  but  about  two  million  sq.  ft.  of 
this  amount  was  leased  as  of  January  1981. /4/ 

The  increase  in  office  space  would  continue  the  trend  of  regional  growth  in 
service  sector  and  office  headquarters  activity  and  employment.    The  larger, 
newer  buildings  would  be  occupied  primarily  by  larger-space  tenants  and  those 
with  the  ability  to  pay  higher  rents.    Because  rents  are  lower  for  older 
buildings,  the  space  vacated  by  tenants  relocating  to  newer  buildings  could 
become  available  for  tenants  who  could  not  afford  the  higher  rents  for  new 
office  space. /5/ 

HOUSING  DEMAND 

The  project  would  attract  out-of-area  employees  and  contribute  to  the 

formation  of  additional  households  by  existing  area  residents.    It  would  also 

contribute  to  increased  local  housing  demand  and  a  jobs/housing  imbalance. 
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Probable  housing  impacts  of  additional  downtown  employment  are  discussed  in 
Five  Fremont  Center,  Final  EIR,  (EE  80.268,  Certification  Date 
March  1?,  1981),  pp.  85-91,  on  file  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  and 
hereby  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  EIR.    In  summary,  many  people  are 
attracted  to  employment  opportunities  in  the  Bay  Area  because  wages  are 
relatively  high  but  are  unable  to  afford  housing.    Updating  the  information  in 
that  report,  by  1990  the  projected  cumulative  San  Francisco  housing  demand 
resulting  from  Downtown  office  development  will  be  about  14,700  units  (see 
Table  D-2,  p.  246).    This  demand  would  exceed  the  projected  growth  in  City 
housing  stock  by  an  estimated  2,700  housing  units.    This  demand/supply 
imbalance  is  expected  to  cause  some  downtown  employees  to  seek  housing  in 
other  Bay  Area  locations. 

Concerned  with  the  impacts  of  cumulative  office  development  on  the 
San  Francisco  housing  market,  the  City  Planning  Commission  has  recently  been 
requiring  office  developers  to  cause  housing  to  be  constructed  in  the  City  as 
a  condition  of  approval.    Downtown  office  projects  that  have  been  approved  are 
in  the  environmental  review  process,  or  are  under  construction  total  about 
17.4  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space. /6/    About  1.3  million  gross  sq. 
ft.  of  existing  office  space  has  been  or  is  proposed  to  be  demolished  to  clear 
the  sites  for  these  office  developments.    This  results  in  a  net  addition  of 
16.1  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  new  office  space  in  downtown  San  Francisco. 
Assuming  that  the  housing  demand  formula  for  new  office  development  contained 
in  "Office/Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP)  Interim  Guidel ines"  (January 
1982)  reflects  the  demand  for  housing  in  San  Francisco,  office  development 
would  result  in  the  demand  for  about  14,300  households  in  San  Francisco  when 
all  projects  are  fully  occupied. /7/    This  impact  on  the  housing  market  would 
be  mitigated  to  the  extent  that  office  developers  have  agreed  to  provide 
through  City  Planning  Commission  final  approval  resolutions,  or  have  proposed 
on-site,  about  3,300  housing  units  as  of  April  1982.    Based  on  the  OHPP 
formula,  the  unmet  housing  demand  would  be  for  about  11,400  units.  This 
demand  would  be  further  reduced  by  projects  that  have  been  approved  with  a 
commitment  to  an  unspecified  number  of  housing  units. 

The  demand  for  11,400  units  that  is  assumed  to  be  due  to  cumulative  office 
development,  but  not  satisfied  through  office  developer-sponsored  housing 
construction,  may  result  in  higher  housing  prices,  higher  rents,  and  lower 
vacancy  rates. 

89 


IV.    Environmental  Impact 

Downtown  office  workers  who  would  desire  housing  in  San  Francisco  but  would  be 
unable  to  find  housing  in  the  City  would  be  forced  to  seek  housing  in  other 
Bay  Area  communities.    About  60%  of  the  total  number  of  new  office  workers  are 
not  expected  to  seek  housing  in  San  Francisco;  in  addition,  a  portion  of  the 
40%  who  would  desire  to  live  in  San  Francisco  would  be  unable  to  find  housing 
here.    The  resulting  demand  for  housing  in  other  Bay  Area  communities 
attributable  to  downtown  office  development  may  result  in  higher  housing  costs 
and  lower  vacancy  rates  in  these  other  communites.    It  is  not  possible  to 
predict  how  such  factors  would  affect  these  other  communities  or  where  those 
people  preferring  to  live  in  San  Francisco  would  settle  if  they  are  unable 
settle  in  San  Francisco. 

Residency  patterns  established  by  new  project  employees  are  based  on 
assumptions  developed  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  in  a 
Memorandum  entitled  "Housing  Requirement  for  Office  Development  in 
San  Francisco,"  July  1981,  and  by  approximate  residency  patterns  of  downtown 
office  employees  surveyed  for  five  other  recent  downtown  office  building  EIRs 
(see  Appendix  D,  Table  D-2,  p.  246).    It  is  assumed  that  about  40%  of  project 
employees  would  reside  in  San  Francisco,  18%  on  the  Peninsula,  30%  in  the  East 
Bay,  and  12%  in  the  North  Bay.    According  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
housing  formula,  employees  of  the  project  would  generate  a  demand  for 
464  dwelling  units  in  San  Francisco. /8/    Assuming  the  residential  distribution 
pattern  described  above,  the  approximate  number  of  new  households  to  be 
generated  outside  of  San  Francisco  as  a  direct  result  of  project  employment 
would  be  about  290  on  the  Peninsula,  480  in  the  East  Bay,  and  190  in  the  North 
Bay  (see  Appendix  D,  Table  D-2,  p.  2461. 

Based  on  the  above  projections,  the  amount  of  housing  demand  in  San  Francisco 
created  by  project  employees  would  be  about  3.7%  of  the  City's  projected 
housing  growth  from  1982  to  1990.    (See  Appendix  D,  Table  D-2,  p.  246.) 
Without  detailed  data  on  San  Francisco  housing  demand  (such  as  household's 
ability  to  pay,  preferences,  etc.)  it  is  not  possible  to  quantify  the  effect 
on  City  housing  prices  that  would  result  from  housing  demand  created  by  the 
proposed  project. 
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The  proposed  project  would  provide  about  56  residential  condominium  units  on 
site,  with  sales  prices  ranging  from  $300,000  to  $500,000  each  (1982 
dollars).    Information  from  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Realtors  shows  that  the 
average  selling  price  of  a  home  in  the  City  in  1981  was  $151, 203. /9/ 
Section  1341  of  the  San  Francisco  Subdivision  Code  requires  provision  of 
10  percent  low-  and  moderate- income  housing  in  projects  of  more  than 
50  dwelling  units,  provided  subsidies  are  available.    No  subsidies  for  such 
housing  are  presently  available  to  developers ./9a/    The  project  would  provide 
56  condominiums  and  would  not  include  any  low-  and  moderate-income  housing. 
The  sales  prices  of  the  56  proposed  condominium  units,  which  would  range  from 
$300,000  to  $500,000  (1982  dollars),  would  be  too  high  to  qualify  for 
low-interest  financing  that  will  be  available  to  low-  and  moderate- income 
households  under  the  mortgage  assistance  program  being  developed  by  the 
Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development ./9a/ 

In  order  to  satisfy  the  housing  demand  of  464  units  generated  by  the  project, 
the  City  Planning  Commission  could  require  that  the  project  sponsor  provide 
408  additional  units  of  housing  in  San  Francisco,  besides  the  56  proposed  on 
site.    To  assure  that  developers  of  new  office  buildings  share  the 
responsibility  of  increasing  and  preserving  the  City  housing  stock, 
particularly  affordable  housing,  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  Mayor 
have  established  the  San  Francisco  Office/Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP)  to 
be  implemented  by  staff  from  the  City  Planning  Department  and  the  Mayor's 
Office  of  Housing  and  Community  Development ./lO/    Under  OHPP  guidelines,  the 
project  sponsor  could  provide  the  additional  units  required  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  either  by  the  construction  of  new  housing  units  or  the 
rehabilitation  of  vacant  units.    This  could  be  accomplished  either  by  direct 
sponsorship  of  a  housing  development  or  by  providing  financial  aid  to  a 
housing  development.    As  an  alternative  means  of  receiving  housing  credits, 
office  developers  may  invest  in  the  Citywide  Affordable  Bond  Program  as  a 
holder  of  secured  investment  in  a  pool  of  funds  to  be  used  as  shared 
appreciation  mortgage  in  conjunction  with  bond  proceeds. 


91 


IV.    Environrental  Impact 


HOUSING  AFFORDABILITY 

A  substantiated  analysis  of  housing  affordabi 1 ity  would  require,  first, 
determination  of  the  number  of  households  generated  by  the  project  preferring 
to  live  in  San  Francisco.    This  figure,  in  turn,  would  be  related  to  net 
employment  increase  and  residence  location  preference.    As  new  office  space 
would  be  primarily  occupied  by  existing  San  Francisco  businesses  that  would 
relocate,  most  new  workers  would  be  already  employed  in  San  Francisco. /1 1/ 
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Those  project  workers  transferring  from  another  place  of  employment  within  the 
City  would  not  generate  housing  demand  directly  attributable  to  the  project; 
however,  as  new  employees  occupy  the  vacated  space  there  is  an  indirect 
increase  in  overall  employment  in  the  City. 

New  employment  growth  due  to  the  project  would  occur  as  new  jobs  were  created 
in  older  buildings  which  would  be  vacated  by  project  employees.    As  tenants 
for  the  project  are  not  known,  it  is  impossible  to  predict  which  buildings 
would  be  vacated  for  the  project  (and  which  buildings  would  be  then  vacated  to 
fill  the  former  level  of  vacated  space,  etc.).    Employee  movements  are 
dynamic;  all  employees  new  to  the  City  attributable  to  the  project  would  not 
be  directly  employed  within  the  project.    For  the  above  reasons,  it  is  not 
possible  to  precisely  quantify  new  employees  due  to  the  project. 

The  projected  regional  distribution  of  project  employees  is  contained  in 
Appendix  D,  Table  D-2,  p.  246.    Where  an  employee  will  live  is  the  result  of 
individual  decision-making.    Such  decisions  are  a  function  of  location 
preference  and  housing  economics.    Information  concerning  housing  preferences 
would  be  obtainable  through  surveys  of  new  office  workers.  Preference 
information  is  complex,  involving  many  factors  such  as  number  of  bedrooms, 
type  of  neighborhood,  family  composition,  and  commute  distance  to  work. 

Assuming  that  the  number  of  new  employees  and  their  preferences  for  housing 
were  known,  the  most  critical  variable  affecting  the  housing  affordabil ity 
analysis  would  be  a  new  household's  ability  to  pay  for  housing.    The  salary  of 
new  workers  alone  is  insufficient  to  determine  housing  affordabil ity;  for 
example,  the  total  income  of  all  members  of  a  new  worker's  household  must  be 
known.    A  variety  of  published  sources  give  salaries  for  various  occupational 
categories,  but  no  comprehensive  data  regarding  the  distribution  of  household 
income  among  office  workers  (or  any  other  group  of  workers)  exists.  City-wide 
household  income  estimates  based  on  the  1980  Census  will  be  available  1983, 
but  this  data  source  will  not  reflect  household  income  of  downtown  office 
workers. 
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Parameters  that  determine  housing  affordabil ity  for  an  individual  household 
are  illustrated  in  Appendix  D,  Figure  D-1,  p.  389.    The  ratio  of  housing 
expenses  to  income,  according  to  the  "Office/Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP) 
Interim  Guidelines,"  (January  1982)  are  30%  of  household  income  for  rental 
expenses  and  38%  of  household  income  for  home  ownership  expenses.    The  down 
payment  for  home  ownership  may  be  assumed  to  be  between  10%  and  20%  of 
purchase  cost;  however,  a  household's  ability  to  afford  a  down  payment,  would 
depend  on  household  assets  and  liabilities,  and  would  vary  widely  for 
different  households.    Assumptions  regarding  mortgage  interest  rates  must  also 
be  made.    Considering  the  volatility  of  interest  rates  in  recent  years,  an 
affcrdabi 1 ity  analysis  based  on  current  market  interest  rates  might  not  be 
relevant  when  the  project  is  completed  and  occupied. 

A  model  of  the  housing  affordabil ity  analysis  is  illustrated  in  Appendix  D, 
Figure  D-2,  p.  390.    Quantification  of  project  impacts  on  the  housing  market 
is  not  possible  based  on  available  published  information.    A  study  of  the 
"Feasibility  of  Performing  a  Housing  Af f ordab i 1 ity  Analysis"  by  Questor 
Associates  (June  15,  1982)  concludes  that  household  income  of  project 
employees,  distribution  of  housing  demand,  and  magnitude  of  new  demand  can 
only  be  accurately  determined  by  surveying  occupants  of  buildings  comparable 
to  an  office  project.    The  study  states  that  without  such  detailed 
information,  "it  is  not  feasible  to  quantify  with  reasonable  accuracy  the 
housing  af fordabi 1 ity  parameters  associated  with  new  office  construction . "/12/ 

Based  on  available  data,  an  approximation  of  a  housing  affordabil ity  analysis 
appears  in  Appendix  D,  Table  D-4,  p.  387.    Data  in  the  table  rely  upon 
published  sources  of  office  worker  incomes  (not  household  income),  and  prices 
of  housing  (without  regard  to  housing  availability).    Assumptions  are  made 
regarding  ratio  of  housing  expenses  to  income,  mortgage  interest  rates,  and 
down  payments.    Analysis  based  on  these  data  and  assumptions  indicate  that 
most  project  employees  would  not  be  able  to  afford  ownership  housing  in 
San  Francisco,  although  a  significant  minority,  depending  on  the  number  of 
workers  per  household,  would  be  able  to  do  so.    Most  project  employees,  except 
the  lowest-paid  clerical  employees  desiring  to  live  alone,  would  be  able  to 
afford  rental  housing  in  San  Francisco. 
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Revenues  To  City 

The  project  would  have  a  fair  market  value  of  about  $240  million  fin 
1982  dol lars) ./13/    Property  in  San  Francisco  is  assessed  at  one  hundred 
percent  of  fair  market  value.    Based  on  the  1981-82  tax  rate  of  $1.19  per 
hundred  dollars  of  assessed  value,  the  property  would  generate  approximately 
$2,860,000  in  property  tax  revenues  in  1985,  a  net  increase  of  about 
$2,800,000  over  property  tax  revenues  generated  by  the  site  in  1981-82.  If 
the  distribution  of  property  tax  revenues  remains  the  same  as  in  1981-82,  the 
project  would  generate  approximately  $2,270,000  in  revenues  to  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  in  1985,  a  net  increase  of  about  $2,220,000  over 
property  tax  revenues  generated  to  the  City  in  1981-82  (see  Table  7,  p.  95). 

Payroll  tax  is  paid  on  the  earnings  of  about  140  existing  employees  at  the 
project  site.    At  a  rate  of  1.5%  of  total  earnings,  payroll  tax  revenues 
presently  total  about  $42,000.    Payroll  taxes  would  be  paid  to  the  City 
General  Fund  on  the  earnings  of  approximately  1,700  of  the  2,130  employees  in 
the  project.    The  remainder  would  be  exempt  from  the  tax  because  they  would 
work  for  banks  or  insurance  companies  (which  are  not  required  to  pay 
San  Francisco  payroll  taxes),  or  for  small,  retail  tenants  with  tax 
liabilities  less  than  $500,  or  because  they  would  be  owners  of  businesses 
(also  exempt).    Based  on  an  average  wage  of  $27,200  for  office  workers  in 
1982,  the  payroll  tax  revenues  from  the  project  would  be  about  $694,000,  a  net 
increase  of  about  $652,000  above  existing  revenues ./14/ 

Sales  tax  revenues  are  generated  by  both  employee  expenditures  and  retail 
sales  on  the  site.    The  average  office  worker  in  downtown  San  Francisco  is 
estimated  to  make  taxable  expenditures  of  $1,200  annually  in  the  central 
business  district/15/,  and  average  retail  sales  are  estimated  to  be  about 
$120  per  sq.  ft.  per  year.    Based  on  a  tax  rate  of  1.25%,  sales  tax  revenues 
generated  on  the  project  site  are  about  $39,600  from  employee  expenditures  and 
from  retail  sales  per  year.    Estimated  sales  tax  revenues  generated  for  the 
City  by  project  employee  expenditures  and  retail  sales  on  the  site  after 
project  completion  would  be  about  $47,850,  a  net  increase  of  about  $8,300. 
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TABLE  7:  PROJECTED  DISTRIBUTION  OF  PROPERTY  TAX  REVENUES  FROM  PROJECT  SITE  IN 
1985  (1982  dollars) 


Agency 

City  and  County  of  S.F. 
S.F.  School  Districts 

Bay  Area  Air  Qual ity 
Management  District 

BART 


1981-1982 
Ad  Valorem 
Tax  Rate 

$0,945 

0.167 

0.002 
0.076 


TOTAL  $1.19 
*Based  on  an  assessed  valuation  of  $240  million 


Percent 
79.4 
14.0 

0.2 
6.4 

100.0 


Revenues* 
$2,270,000 
402,000 

5,000 
182,000 
$2,860,000 


SOURCES:    San  Francisco  Controller's  Office;  Environmental  Science  Associates, 
Inc. 


The  project  sponsors  pay  a  gross  receipts  tax  on  their  rental  income  from  the 
existing  buildings  on  the  site.    Total  annual  rental  income  is  about 
$783,300.    At  a  tax  rate  of  0.3%,  annual  gross  receipts  tax  revenues  from  the 
existing  buildings  are  about  $2,350.    Based  on  estimated  total  annual  receipts 
from  rents  of  about  $18.7  million  in  1982  dollars,  tax  revenues  from  rental 
income  from  the  project  (assuming  full  occupancy)  would  be  about  $56,100,  a 
net  increase  of  about  $53,800./16/ 


General  Fund  revenues  are  also  generated  to  the  City  by  utility  taxes  on 
water,  gas,  electricity  and  telephone  use.    The  site  now  generates  about 
$1,700  annually  from  these  taxes.    Based  on  estimates  of  utility  use,  the 
project  would  generate  about  $81,000  from  utility  taxes,  a  net  increase  in 
revenue  to  the  City  of  about  $79,000./17/ 
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General  Fund  revenues  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  from  the 
project  would  total  about  $3,200,000,  based  on  the  tax  rates  and  fees  in 
effect  in  early  1982.    General  Fund  revenues  from  the  existing  uses  on  the 
site  totalled  about  $131,000  in  1981.    The  project  would  result  in  about  a 
$3,100,000  net  increase  in  General  Fund  revenues. 

Costs  to  the  City 

Police,  Fire  and  General  Government 

It  is  hard  to  predict  with  certainty  how  costs  for  given  levels  of  services 
would  differ  between  the  project  and  the  existing  uses  on  the  site,  however 
most  evidence  indicates  that  overall  costs  per  unit  of  service  provided  (per 
sq.  ft.,  or  per  employee)  to  the  new  building  would  be  lower  than  for  the 
existing  buildings,  primarily  because  of  improvements  in  fire  and  security 
protection  systems  in  new  construction. 

In  examining  government  services  provided  directly  to  office  buildings,  a  San 
Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  Association  (SPUR)  study  found  that 
costs  would  grow  proportionally  more  slowly  than  office  space.    The  study 
found  that  if  downtown  office  space  increased  by  60%,  police  costs  would  grow 
by  28%  and  fire  protection  costs  by  1%./18/ 

Discussions  with  service  agency  personnel  regarding  capacities  and  abilities 
to  provide  services  to  the  project  tend  to  support  the  SPUR  findings.  In 
general,  existing  public  facilities,  equipment,  and  personnel  are  adequate  to 
serve  the  project.    While  costs  for  servicing  the  site  would  increase  because 
of  the  larger  floor  space  and  employment,  costs  per  unit  of  service  would  not 
increase,  and  could  decline.    (See  Appendix  A,  pp.  179-220.) 

Muni 

The  City's  General  Fund  provides  a  subsidy  to  the  Municipal  Railway's 
operating  budget  that  covers  the  difference  between  Muni's  costs  and  the 
revenue  Muni  receives  from  fares  and  from  federal  and  state  governments.  This 
subsidy  represents  the  cost  of  Muni  to  the  City.    The  average  Muni  General 
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Fund  deficit  to  the  City  per  ride  in  1981-82  is  estimated  by  Muni  at  $0.39  per 
ride./19/    Assuming  that  about  29%  of  the  employees  who  occupy  the  existing 
buildings  on-site  ride  Muni  to  and  from  work,  the  existing  General  Fund 
subsidy  to  Muni  required  by  commuting  on-site  employees  is  about  $7,300  per 
year.    Assuming  the  1981-82  subsidy  would  remain  the  same  in  1985  and  that  295^ 
of  the  project  employees  would  ride  Muni  to  work,  the  project  would  create  the 
need  for  a  General  Fund  subsidy  to  Muni  of  about  $113,000  at  1982  costs,  a  net 
subsidy  increase  of  about  $106,000,720/ 

The  project  would  help  pay  for  the  Muni  deficit  through  revenue  contributions 
to  the  General  Fund.    In  the  1981-82  budget,  10%  of  discretionary  General  Fund 
revenues  were  allocated  to  Muni.    If  this  percentage  were  to  remain  constant, 
the  project  would  generate  around  $285,000  (in  1982  dollars)  in  General  Fund 
Revenues  to  Muni  in  1985.    In  April  1981,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of 
Supervisors  approved  a  proposal  to  levy  a  one-time  fee  of  up  to  $5.00  per 
gross  sq.  ft.  on  new  downtown  office  space. /21/    The  fee  plan  has  been 
challenged  in  court;  if  it  were  to  go  into  effect  as  proposed,  the  project 
could  generate  about  $2,608,000  for  the  one-time  Muni  fee. 

On  February  1,  1982  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  by  resolution  a  measure 
declaring  its  intent  to  form  a  Core  Area  Transit  Maintenance  District, 
determining  that  a  portion  of  public  transit  is  provided  Downtown  in  lieu  of 
public  parking  places,  and  to  impose  upon  real  property  within  the  area  an 
annual  payment  for  transit  maintenance  based  on  gross  floor  area.    The  project 
site  is  within  the  proposed  district  and  would  be  subject  to  the  legal 
assessment  provisions  finally  adopted. 

On  July  12,  1982  the  Board  of  Supervisors  decided  to  postpone  acting  on  the 
proposed  transit  maintenance  assessment  district  until  January  1983.  This 
transit  assessment  district  may  no  longer  be  applicable  since  both  the  Mayor 
and  Board  of  Supervisors  have  withdrawn  the  proposal  and  the  Mayor  may  intend 
to  substitute  an  increase  in  business  taxes.    The  business  tax  increase  would 
be  in  the  form  of  a  ballot  measure  presented  to  the  votors:  implementation 

would  depend  on  voter  approval  (and  withstanding  potential  legal  challenges). 
According  to  a  memorandum  entitled  "Muni's  Plans  to  Accommodate  Downtown 
Growth"  issued  by  Dean  Maoris,  Director  of  Planning,  (August  5,  1982),  Muni 
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expects  to  be  able  to  meet  projected  cumulative  demand  due  to  downtown  office 
development  without  new  City  taxes. 

BART 

For  each  BART  passenger  trip  in  1982  an  average  of  $1.00  is  paid  by  fares,  and 
an  additional  $1.12  in  costs  must  be  supported  by  some  other  revenue 
source. 722/    Over  86%  of  this  additional  cost  is  supported  by  the  special  1/2% 
transit  sales  tax.    It  is  estimated  that  about  15%  of  the  employees  who  occupy 
the  existing  buildings  ride  BART  to  work.    The  estimated  annual  costs  to  BART 
that  are  not  covered  by  these  riders'  fares  are  about  $ll,000./23/  BART's 
revenues  from  the  sales  tax  generated  by  existing  employees  and  retail  uses  on 
site  and  BART's  share  of  property  tax  revenue  from  the  site  total  about 
$15,500  in  1981-82,  resulting  in  a  net  subsidy  to  BART  of  about  $4,500. 

Assuming  the  1982  deficit  per  rider  would  be  the  same  in  1985  and  that  15%  of 
project  employees  would  ride  BART  to  work,  the  project  would  generate  a 
deficit  of  about  $167,000,724/    BART's  revenues  from  sales  and  property  taxes 
generated  by  the  project  would  be  about  $197,000,  resulting  in  a  net  subsidy 
to  BART  of  about  $30,000. 

Cumulative  Fiscal  Considerations 

Since  1979,  five  studies  have  been  prepared  which  analyze  fiscal  effects  of 
development  in  the  City's  of  C-3-0  Downtown  Office  District.    The  studies  were 
prepared  by:    Recht,  Hausrath  and  Associates,  Sedway/Cooke,  Gruen  Gruen  + 
Associates  (GG+A),  Arthur  Anderson  and  Co.,  and  David  Jones,  and  are  compared 
and  discussed  in  the  101  Montgomery  St.  Final  EIR./25/    The  Gruen  Gruen  + 
Associates  and  Arthur  Anderson  studies  were  paid  for  by  the  San  Francisco 
Chamber  of  Commerce.    The  Sedway/Cooke  study  was  paid  for  by  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco.    The  David  Jones  study  was  prepared  under  the 
auspices  of  San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth.    The  Recht  Hausrath  & 
Associates  study  was  paid  for  by  Environmental  Science  Associates  under 
contract  to  the  project  sponsor  for  the  101  Montgomery  St.  Building  and 
reviewed  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning.    These  studies  differ  in  various 
ways:    in  the  questions  they  ask,  the  data  sources  they  use,  the  methodologies 
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they  employ,  and  the  conclusions  they  draw.  Table  8,  p.  99,  compares  the 
purpose,  study  methodology,  and  conclusions  of  the  five  studies. 


The  project  would  probably  result  in  an  initial  fiscal  benefit.  However, 
since  revenues  to  the  City  would  probably  increase  at  a  slower  rate  than 
costs,  due  to  Proposition  13  limitations  on  property  tax  increases,  cumulative 
costs  of  providing  services  to  currently  proposed  and  approved  development 
could  eventually  be  higher  than  revenues  provided.    This  would  be  the  case 
only  if  no  new  revenue  sources  were  found,  the  rate  of  new  development  were  to 
decline,  and  the  proposed  development  were  not  resold  at  some  time. 


Proposition  13  limits  the  amount  of  increased  assessed  valuation  on  property, 
in  the  years  in  which  the  property  is  not  sold,  to  2%  annually.    When  a 
property  is  resold,  it  can  be  reassessed  based  on  its  market  value.  As 
private  homes  change  ownership  more  often  than  commercial  or  office  property, 
the  property  tax  revenues  from  the  residential  portion  of  the  project  would 
increase  at  a  faster  rate  than  the  property  taxes  from  the  other  uses. 


NOTES  -  Employment,  Housing  and  Fiscal  Factors 

/I/  Campeau  Corporation  California,  "Bush  St.  Relocation  Information,"  written 
communication,  December,  1981. 

in    December,  1981.    Projections  are  based  on  the  Bay  Area  Input-Output  Model 
from  Cooperative  Extension  Service,  University  of  California,  Berkeley, 
San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Input-Output  Model  1967-1974,  July  1978.    A  multiplier 
of  1.18  was  used  for  FIRE  and  1.5b  for  construction. 

/3/  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG)  and  California  Employment 
Development  Department  (EDD)  data  indicate  that  about  60%  of  the  growth  in 
San  Francisco  employment  between  1972  and  1978  was  in  offices.    ABAG  projects 
that  employment  in  San  Francisco  will  increase  by  41,400  between  1980  and 
1985,  or  an  average  of  8,300  per  year.    Sixty  percent  of  that,  or  5,000  jobs, 
are  expected  to  be  in  offices.    Assuming  250  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  per 
employee,  office  employment  growth  would  require  an  additional  1.25  million 
sq.  ft.  of  office  space  each  year.    (Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  and 
Bay  Area  Council,  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Economic  Profile,  December  1979,  pp. 
40-43;  California  Employment  Development  Department,  Wag"e  and  Salary 
Employment,  By  Industry,  San  Francisco  City  and  County,  19/2-1978.) 

/4/  San  Francisco  Examiner,  "Effects  of  S.F.  Office  Space  Squeeze," 
January  18,  1981,  report  on  a  real  estate  conference  sponsored  by  Coldwell 
Banker. 
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/5/  ABAG,  April  1981,  Bay  Area  Office  Growth,  Working  Papers  on  the  Region's 
Economy,  Number  One,  p.  28. 

/6/  A  complete  list  of  projects  included  in  this  analysis  is  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  .450  McAllister  St., 
San  Francisco,  California. 

ni  Mayor's  Office  of  Housing  and  Community  Development,  Citywide  Affordable 
Housing  Program,  January  22,  1982. 

Gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  X  40%  =  Number  of  housing  units  required 
250  sq.  ft.  per  employee  1.8 

Gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  =  16.1  million. 

40%  -  percentage  of  downtown  workers  who  would  desire  to  live  in  San  Francisco 
1.8  =  workers  per  household. 

14,300  households  generated  by  9.8  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  using 
the  OHPP  formula. 

/8/    Housing  demand  was  calculated  using  the  formula  provided  by  Guiding 
Downtown  Development,  Department    of  City  Planning,  May,  1981: 

521,805  gross  sq.  ft.  office  space    x    0.40  employees  live    =  464  units 

=     250  gross  sq.  ft.  per  employee   in  S.F. 

1.8  working  adults  per  unit 

/9/  San  Franscisco  Board  of  Realtors,  October  5,  1981,  "Multiple  Sales 
Service"    This  information  includes  all  homes  sold  from  February  11,  1981  to 
October  1,  1981. 

•  /9a/  Barbara  Smith,  Housing  Specialist,  Office  of  Community  Development, 
telephone  conversations,  February  17,  and  March  18,  1982. 

/lO/  "Office/Housing  Production  Program,"  Department  of  City  Planning, 
January  22,  1982. 

/II/  101  Montgomery  Street  FEIR,  EE80.26,  Certified  May  7,  1981,  Appendix  C. 

/12/  "Feasibility  of  Performing  a  Housing  Affordabil ity  Analysis",  prepared 
under  contract  to  E.S.A.  by  Questor  Associates  (June  15,  1982). 

/13/  Gary  Mason,  (former)  Manager  Commercial  Real  Estate,  Campeau  Corporation 
California,  written  communication,  November  17,  1981. 

/14/  Downtown  office  workers  earn  about  $27,200  annually,  based  on  average 
annual  earnings  of  $16,300  for  downtown  office  workers  in  1974  (Spur, 
op.  cit.)  Data  are  inflated  by  about  67%,  the  national  average  percentage 

increase  in  weekly  earnings  of  FIRE  employees  between  1974  and  the  end  of  1980 
(U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  Monthly  Labor  Review,  January,  1981). 

/15/  Taxable  expenditures  within  the  central  business  district  per  office 
worker  were  5715  per  year  in  1974  (SPUR,  op.  cit.).    Between  1974  and  December 
1981,  average  weeKly  earnings  of  finance,  insurance,  real  estate  and  service 
workers  rose  nationally  about  67  percent:  resulting  in  average  taxable 

expenditures  of  about  $1,200  per  year  (1.67  X  $715  =  $1194). 
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716/  Gary  Mason,  op  cit. 


717/  Utility  user's  tax  revenues  were  calculated  as  follows,  using  1982 
utility  rates: 

Water:    181,000  cu.  ft.  X  $0.014497cu.  ft.  X  0.05  tax  =  $131 
Gas:    540,000  therms  X  $0.4957therm  X  0.05  tax  =  $13,000 
Electricity:    9.1  million  kWh  X  $0.07077kWh  X  0.05  tax  =  $32,000 
Telephone:    519,000  GSF  X  $1  .407GSF  X  0.05  tax  =  $36,000 
TOTAL:  $81,000 

7187  SPUR  op.  cit.  pp.  201-202,  211,  214. 

7197  Bruce  Bernard,  Muni  Chief  Accountant,  phone  conversation,  June  16,  1982. 
Based  on  1981-82  Muni  net  operating  cost  of  $142,139,000,  and  net  revenues  of 
$87,833,000.    Assuming  the  1979  revenue  passenger  number  of  139  million  would 
be  applicable  in  1981,  the  average  general  fund  deficit  per  ride  would  be 
$0.39.    However,  there  has  not  been  any  update  of  the  ridership  number  since 
1979,  and,  the  deficit  per  ride  of  $0.39  is  an  estimate. 

720/  The  transportation  modal  split  is  taken  from  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  "Guidelines  for  Environmental  Evaluation  -  Transportation  Impacts", 
October  1980.    Assuming  260  work  days  per  year,  two  rides  per  day  and 
absenteeism  of  10%  (holidays,  vacations,  sick  days),  each  worker  will  ride  an 
estimated  468  times  per  year.    Therefore,  the  cost  is: 

138  workers  X  29%  ride  Muni  X  $0.39  deficit  per  rider  X  468  rides  per  year  = 
$7,300  existing  deficit. 

2,130  workers  x  29%  ride  Muni  x  468  rides  per  year  x  $0.39  deficit  per  ride 
=  $112,743  deficit  with  the  project. 

7217  San  Francisco  Ordinance  No.  224-81,  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
on  April  20,  1981. 

7227  Ward  Belding,  Senior  Economic  Analyst,  BART,  telephone  communication, 
June  16,  1982. 

7237  138  workers  x  15%  ride  BART  x  468  rides  per  year  x  $1.12  cost  per  ride  = 
$11,000  deficit. 

7247  2,130  workers  x  15%  ride  BART  x  468  rides  per  year  x  $1.12  cost  per  ride 
=  $167,000  deficit. 

7257    101  Montgomery  St.  Final  EIR  (EE  80.26,  Certified  May  7,  1981, 
pp.  189-  199 ) .    This  document  is  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department 
of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister,  5th  Floor, 
San  Francisco,  CA. 


102 


IV.    Environmental  Impact 


E.    TRANSPORTATION,  CIRCULATION  AND  PARKING 
DEMOLITION,  EXCAVATION,  AND  CONSTRUCTION 

During  the  estimated  24-month  construction  period,  transportation  impacts 
would  result  from  truck  movements  to  and  from  the  site  during  demolition, 
excavation  and  construction  activity.    Demolition  would  reguire  about  two 
months  and  would  generate  an  averaqe  of  11  truck  movements  per  hour,  in  or  out 
of  the  site,  between  9:00  a.m.  and  4:00  p.m. /I/    Excavation  is  expected  to 
require  two  months  and  would  generate  an  average  of  19  truck  movements  per 
hour,  in  or  out  of  the  site  between  9:00  a.m.  and  4:00  p.m.    Trucks  would 
follow  haul  routes  approved  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  a  peninsula 
disposal  site.    Construction  would  require  about  20  months  and  would  generate 
approximately  1,400  truck  trips  (an  average  of  one  truck  movement  per  hour). 
During  the  entire  24-month  construction  period,  truck  access  to  the  site  would 
be  from  Bush  St.;  the  parking  lane  on  Bush  St.  in  front  of  the  site  would  be 
closed  to  provide  a  pedestrian  detour.    Increased  temporary  parking  demand  for 
construction  workers'  vehicles,  and  localized  intersection  impacts  from 
construction  worker  traffic,  would  occur  in  proportion  to  the  number  of 
workers  on  site  using  automobiles. 

The  transportation  impact  of  construction  truck  traffic  would  be  a  slight 
lessening  of  the  capacities  of  access  streets  and  haul  routes  due  to  the 
slower  movements  and  larger  turning  radii  of  the  trucks.    Any  truck  traffic 
from  7:00  a.m.  to  9:00  a.m.  or  from  4:00  p.m.  to  6:00  p.m.  would  conflict  with 
peak-hour  traffic,  particularly  at  freeway  access  points.    Closure  of  the 
parking  lane  on  Bush  St.  would  reduce  mid-block  capacity  during  morning  and 
evening  peak  hours  as  the  parking  lane  would  not  be  available  for  use  as  a 
traffic  lane  during  the  a.m.  peak  period,  as  it  currently  is.    However,  as  the 
parking  lane  closure  would  not  extend  east  past  Trinity  St.,  the  peak  hour 
right  turn  lane  would  not  be  affected;  thus,  intersection  capacity  would  not 
be  affected.    Lane  blockage  on  Bush  St.  by  queued  trucks,  if  it  should  occur 
during  mid-day  hours,  would  reduce  street  capacity  by  about  50%. 
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Currently,  101  Montgomery  St.  is  under  construction  across  Trinity  St.  from 
the  project  site  and  Crocker  Plaza  is  nearing  completion  on  the  next  block 
south  of  the  project  site.    Two  other  buildings  are  proposed  nearby.  The 
Russ  Tower,  to  be  located  at  350  Bush  St.  across  the  street  from  the  project, 
and  the  466  Bush  St.  building,  to  be  located  one  block  west  of  the  project. 
The  latter  could  be  expected  to  be  under  construction  during  approximately  the 
same  time  as  the  project.    Concurrent  construction  activities  at  the  project 
site  and  these  nearby  sites  could  disrupt  traffic  and  pedestrian  flows  through 
multiple  lane  closures,  sidewalk  closures  and  street  excavation  (if  necessary 
for  utility  connections).    The  aggregate  effect  would  be  expected  to  be 
reduced  by  different  construction  schedules,  as  the  projects  would  be  at 
different  stages  of  construction.    The  steel  frame  is  being  erected  for  the 
101  Montgomery  St.  building.    By  the  time  demolition  could  start  at  the 
project  site,  the  adjacent  project  would  not  generate  truck  traffic  in  an 
amount  sufficient  to  compound  the  effects  of  the  project.    Lane  closures  could 
overlap  for  the  project  site  and  the  101  Montgomery  St.  project,  however, 
causing  rerouting  of  pedestrians  and  traffic  at  the  intersection  of  Montgomery 
and  Bush  Sts.    If  the  Russ  Tower  addition  were  to  begin  construction  when  the 
project  was  under  construction,  significant  restriction  to  travel  on  Bush  St. 
could  occur  as  a  result  of  lane  closure  on  both  sides  of  the  street.    The  466 
Bush  St.  building,  while  close  by,  is  'upstream'  on  Bush  St.  from  the  project 
site  and  thus  would  not  directly  impact  the  block  (in  terms  of  traffic  flow) 
through  lane  closure.    However,  truck  traffic  from  466  Bush  St.  would  travel 
on  Bush  St.  in  the  project  block  and  would  add  to  impacts  caused  by  project 
truck  traffic  if  construction  were  to  proceed  concurrently  with  that  of  the 
project. 

TRAVEL  DEMAND  ANALYSIS 

An  estimate  of  the  amount  of  travel  associated  with  the  proposed  project  has 
been  forecast  through  an  aggregate  travel  demand  modeling  process  using  a 
generation/distribution/assignment  model  in  which  the  project  is  treated  as  an 
attractor/generator  of  work  and  non-work  related  travel  in  proportion  to  the 
number  of  square  feet  of  net  new  office  and  retail  space  and  the  number  of 
dwelling  units  (see  Appendix  E,  p.  252-273,  for  further  discussion).  Travel 
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is  distributed  to  available  modes  using  modal  split  data  specified  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  (see  Table  E-3,  p.  259,  in  Appendix  E)./2/ 

The  travel  from  the  office  portion  of  the  project  has  been  assumed  to  occur  at 
the  rate  of  17.5  total  (57%  work  and  43%  non-work)  person  trip  ends  (pte)  per 
1,000  net  sq.  ft.  of  new  office  space.    Travel  from  the  retail  portion  of  the 
project  has  been  assumed  to  occur  at  100  total  pte/1,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  new 
retail  space.    Based  on  recent  survey  data,  45%  of  the  retail  travel  has  been 
assumed  to  be  internal  to  the  project  site  ( i .e.-already  counted  as  part  of 
the  office  or  residential  travel )./3/    Travel  from  the  residential  portion  of 
the  project  has  been  assumed  to  occur  at  the  rate  of  nine  pte  per  dwelling 
unit  per  day./4/    Existing  office  and  retail  space  has  been  subtracted  from 
proposed  space  to  give  new  space.    This  has  been  done  to  avoid  double  counting 
the  travel  to  uses  currently  on  site.    Total  proposed  office  spaces  of 
521,800  gross  square  feet  (GSF)  less  17,670  GSF  of  existing  office  space  gives 
504,140  GSF  of  net  new  office  space.    Similarly,  total  proposed  retail  space 
of  10,580  GSF  less  27,160  GSF  of  existing  space  (not  including  the  Financial 
Center  garage)  gives  a  net  negative  16,580  GSF  of  retail  space.  Accordingly, 
the  project  would  generate  approximately  6,650  person  trip  ends  per 
weekday. /5/    The  peak  hour  of  project  generation  was  assumed  to  occur  during 
the  peak  period  of  4:00  to  6:00  p.m.  on  weekdays  during  which  20%  of  the  daily 
(24-hour)  office  travel  and  10%  of  the  daily  retail  and  residential  travel 
were  assumed  to  occur.    The  project  would  generate  about  1,370  person  trip 
ends  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 

A  total  of  17.4  million  gross  square  feet  of  new  office  space  is  proposed 
approved  or  under  construction  in  the  City.    Tables  E-1  and  E-2,  pp.  253-56, 
in  Appendix  E,  show  the  projects  included  in  the  cumulative  analysis. 
Approximately  1.3  million  gross  square  feet  of  existing  office  space  would  be 
replaced  by  proposed  development,  resulting  in  about  16.1  million  gross  square 
feet  of  net  new  office  space.    This  growth  would  generate  approximately  48,000 
person  trip  ends  during  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour. 

Hotel  projects  have  not  been  included  in  the  cumulative  analyses  because  hotel 
uses  have  different  peaking  characteristics  from  office  buildings  and 
generally  do  not  significantly  affect  peak-hour  traffic  or  transit. 
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Residential  projects  have  not  been  included  because  residential  travel  in  the 
downtown  is  generally  in  a  direction  opposite  the  commute  direction  during 
peak-hours  and  because  the  office  trip  generation  rate  and  modal  split 
distribution  assume  that  housing  would  be  available  in  the  City.  Thus, 
inclusion  of  residential  projects  would  be  double  counting  of  project 
generated  travel . 

Peak-hour  travel  by  mode  for  the  project  and  other  office  developments  is 
shown  in  Table  9.    The  modal  assignments  have  been  made  assuming  existing 
travel  patterns  and  do  not  attempt  to  predict  any  modal  shift  (see  Appendix  E, 
p.  252-273,  for  further  discussion).    As  the  bridge  and  freeway  system  serving 
the  City  is  currently  near  capacity  during  peak  hours,  the  present  population 
of  persons  traveling  by  single-occupant  auto  might  be  expected  to  change  in 
the  future.    Much  of  the  City-wide  peak-hour  increase  might  be  expected  to  be 
accommodated  by  a  shift  from  single-occupant  automobile  to  ride  sharing  or 
public  transit  if  such  public  transit  is  available. 

In  this  and  other  San  Francisco  EIRs,  a  land-use  type  of  approach  has  been 
used  to  estimate  employment  and  the  resultant  transportation  impacts  of  both 
the  proposed  project  and  cumulative  development.    An  alternate  type  of 
approach  is  to  forecast  travel  demand  based  upon  regional  projections  of 
employment  share  (employment  trend  approach) ./6/    Appendix  E,  pp.  252-273, 
contains  a  discussion  of  the  difference  between  the  two  approaches. 

TRANSIT 

The  transit  analysis  (conducted  using  Department  of  City  Planning  Guidelines, 
October  1980),  analyzes  cumulative  and  project  ridership  based  on  existing 
capacity.    As  a  "worst  case",  this  analysis  assumes  no  expansion  in  the 
transit  system  and  the  results  are  not  dependent  on  increased 
City/State/Federal  funding.    If  existing  City/State/Federal  funding  were  to 
decrease,  operating  conditions  on  the  Muni  and  other  carriers  could  be 
expected  to  deteriorate.    Conversely,  if  funding  were  to  increase  over 
existing  levels,  operating  conditions  would  be  expected  to  improve.  The 
estimated  ridership,  for  the  16.1  million  gross  square  feet  of  net  new 
cumulative  office  development  and  for  the  project,  and  load  factors  based  upon 
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existing  capacity  are  shown  in  Table  9  .    As  all  of  the  transit  agencies  have 
five-year  plans  for  improving  service,  load  factors  based  upon  capacity 
proposed  to  occur  in  the  current  five-year  plan  cycle  (1982-1987)  for  each 
transit  agency  are  also  shown  in  Table  9.    (Capacity  refers  to  "recommended 
maximum"  capacity  as  used  by  each  transit  agency  and  is  shown  in  Table  E-4,  p. 
261). 


TABLE  9:    PROJECTED*  PEAK- 

HOUR  PERSON-TRIPS 

BY  TRAVEL  MODE 

Projects** 

Projects 

Modal 

Under 

Approved 

Under 

333  Bush 

Type 

Construction 

Projects** 

Formal  Review 

Project 

Total 

Automobi le 

6,980 

4,600 

3,180 

470 

15,230 

Mun  i 

5,480 

3,620 

2,510 

390 

12,000 

BART 

3,700 

2,440 

1,700 

250 

8,090 

A/C 

1,720 

1,120 

760 

120 

3,720 

SamTrans 

250 

170 

110 

20 

550 

SPRR 

940 

620 

430 

60 

2,050 

GGT 

820 

540 

380 

50 

1,790 

Ferry 

180 

110 

80 

10 

380 

Other 

1,480 

1,220 

1,4  90 

4,190 

21,550 

14,440 

10,640 

1 ,370 

48.000 

*  Projected  based  upon  distribution  shown  in 

Table  E-3,  Appendix  E, 

p.  259. 

Individual 

projects  are 

1 isted  in  Tab le  E 

-1,  Appendix  E, 

p.  253. 

The 

333  Bush  St. 

project  has  been  separated  here  from  the  projects  under  Formal 

Review  totals 

• 

The  Muni  lines  with  stops  within  2,000  ft.  of  the  site  are  expected  to  carry 
about  37,000  outbound  p.m.  peak  hour  trips ./7/    The  project  would  generate 
approximately  390  p.m.  peak-hour  Muni  trips.    Project-generated  riders  during 
the  p.m.  peak  hour  would  be  about  3.3%  of  the  cumulative  development  demand 
(see  Table  10,  p.  109).    Line  by  line  Muni  loading  projections  are  shown  in 
Appendix  E,  Table  E-5,  p.  263. 
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The  addition  of  rider ship  from  the  projected  16.1  million  gross  square  feet  of 
net  new  cumulative  office  development  would  cause  most  Muni  lines  affected  by 
the  project  to  operate  over  capacity  if  no  additional  capacity  were  added 
during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.    This  would  also  be  the  case  for  the  BART 
(transbay),  Southern  Pacific  and  SamTrans.    As  the  cumulative  demand 
increases,  the  length  of  time  of  peak  loading  will  increase,  spreading 
peak-of-the-peak  conditions  over  time.    As  some  lines  operate  only  during 
heavy  demand  periods  (for  example,  express  service  for  one  to  two  hours  during 
peak  periods),  there  may  not  be  additional  capacity  available  to  allow 
spreading  over  time  without  adding  more  runs.    (Additional  runs  may  not 
require  more  vehicles  as  the  additional  runs  would  be  using  the  same  vehicles 
used  for  express  lines  over  an  extended  period  of  time.    Additional  runs  would 
cause  increases  in  operating  and  maintenance  costs.) 

Assuming  that  existing  funding  continues  and  proposed  five-year  plan  expansion 
occurs,  the  future  load  factors  on  the  transit  carriers  would  be  as  shown  in 

•  Table  10,  p.  109.    Muni  is  proposing  to  increase  systemwide  capacity  by  19%. 
Assuming  the  increase  is  to  be  provided  uniformly,  average  loading  including 
ridership  from  the  cumulative  demand  would  be  over  capacity.    If  Muni  does  not 
apply  the  increase  uniformly  but  rather  gives  a  greater  increase  in  capacity 
on  the  lines  serving  the  downtown  and  a  lower  increase  in  capacity  on  other 

•  lines,  the  load  factors  would  be  lower  than  those  shown  for  Muni  in  Table  E-5, 
p.  402.    BART  projects  a  peak  hour  capacity  of  16,500  seats  transbay 
(eastbound)  and  11,000  seats  westbay  (westbound).    Recommended  maximum 
capacity  would  be  24,750  and  16,500  respectively.    Average  loadings  including 
ridership  from  the  projected  16.1  million  gross  square  feet  of  net  new 
cumulative  office  development  would  not  be  over  capacity  with  the  anticipated 
five-year  plan  capacity.    AC  Transit  does  not  have  any  increases  proposed  for 
its  transbay  service  and  would  therefore  be  operating  at  99%  of  its 
recommended  maximum  capacity  with  the  cumulative  demand.    SamTrans  proposes  to 
have  a  capacity  of  between  4,800  and  5,000  seats  per  hour  on  its  San  Francisco 
routes.    Recommended  maximum  capacity  would  be  6,250  riders.    Average  future 

loadings  on  SamTrans  would  be  under  seated  capacity  when  the  anticipated 
capacity  becomes  available.  Southern  Pacif ic/CalTrans  does  not  have  any 
proposals  to  increase  seated  capacity,  but  station  improvements  including 

•  additional  parking  are  proposed. 
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IV.    Environmental  Impact 


Southern  Pacific  would  therefore  operate  in  excess  of  its  recommended  maximum 
capacity  with  the  cumulative  demand.    Golden  Gate  Transit  is  proposing  to 
increase  peak  period  (6-10  a.m.)  motor  coach  capacity  by  25%  over  existing 
levels.    Golden  Gate  Transit  is  currently  operating  only  two  of  the  three 
Larkspur  ferries.    The  proposal  for  future  ferry  service  improvements  involves 
converting  all  three  Larkspur  ferry  boats  from  gas  turbine  to  diesel  engines 
and  using  all  three  ferries  on  the  Larkspur/San  Francisco  route.    The  district 
proposes  to  increase  peak  hour  ferry  service  by  70%  over  existing  (austere) 
levels  by  using  all  three  ferries  and  operating  additional  runs  in  the  peak 
hour.    Average  future  loadings  (including  the  cumulative  demand)  on  Golden 
Gate  Transit  would  not  exceed  capacity  when  the  proposed  additions  become 
avai lable./8/ 

PEDESTRIAN  MOVEMENT 

Figure  25  shows  pedestrian  volumes  on  the  sidewalks  and  crosswalks  in  the 
project  vicinity  for  three  conditions:  (1)  existing  volumes;  (2)  1987 
cumulative  volumes;  and,  (3)  1987  cumulative-plus-project-generated  volumes. 
Volumes  for  each  sidewalk  segment  or  crosswalk  are  expressed  as  a  percent  of 
the  total  available  capacity  (100%).    Table  E-8,  p.  265,  describes  the 
condition  of  pedestrian  flows  for  different  volumes,  --  e.g.  open,  impeded, 
crowded,  and  jammed,  --  which  correspond  to  the  percent  of  available  capacity 
used. 

The  existing  plus  cumulative  condition  includes  increases  from  projected 

cumulative  development  including  buildings  proposed  or  under  construction  at 

466  Bush  St.,  453  Grant  St.,  582  Bush  St.,  101  Montgomery  St., 

250  Montgomery  St.,  222  Kearny  St.,  350  Bush  St.  (Russ  Tower), 

456  Montgomery  St.,  550  Kearny  St,  580  California  St.,  555  Montgomery  St. 

(Bank  of  Canton),  Sloane,  Crocker  National  Bank,  and  Montgomery/Washington 

bui 1  dings. 

Estimated  pedestrian  travel  to  the  Financial  Center  Garage  has  been  factored 
out  of  the  existing  plus  cumulative-plus-project  conditions,  as  the  project 
proposes  to  remove  the  garage.    The  project  pedestrian  p.m.  peak  travel  has 
been  assumed  to  be  the  p.m.  peak  hour  travel  (1370  pte)  less  the  number  of 

people  that  would  use  the  44  proposed  non-residential  parking  spaces  in  the 
building  (about  60  pte)  less  the  people  currently  using  the  Financial 
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IV.    Environmental  Impact 


Center  Garage  (approximately  80  pte),  or  1,230  person  trip  ends  per  hour  with 
410  occurring  in  the  peak  p.m.  15  minute  period.    The  primary  pedestrian 
access  to  the  project  is  proposed  to  be  on  Bush  St.  through  four  entrances, 
one  for  office  and  commercial,  one  for  residential  use,  and  two  only  for 
access  to  the  Terrace  Level  and  plazas. 

At  present  noontime,  the  Bush  St.  sidewalk  in  front  of  the  site  has  pedestrian 
volumes  that  occupy  15%  of  the  available  capacity  (impeded);  in  the  p.  m.  peak 
hour  existing  volumes  are  It  (unimpeded);  in  1987  with  cumulative  development 
11%  of  available  capacity  would  be  used  (unimpeded):  in  1987,  cumulative 
development  plus  the  project  would  use  a  total  of  18%  (impeded).  The 
Montgomery  St.  sidewalk,  between  Bush  and  Sutter  Sts.,  presently  has  volumes 
that  occupy  28%  of  the  available  capacity  (impeded);  in  1987  with  cumulative 
development  51%  of  available  capacity  would  be  used  (constrained);  in  1987, 
cumulative  development  plus  the  project  would  use  a  total  of  56%  (crowded). 

The  Sutter  St.  sidewalk  near  the  intersection  of  Montgomery  and  Sutter  Sts. 
would  be  affected  by  the  project's  pedestrian  travel.    At  present,  this 
sidewalk  segment  has  pedestrian  volumes  that  occupy  13%  of  available  capacity 
(impeded);  in  1987  with  cumulative  development  23%  of  available  capacity  would 
be  used:  in  1987,  with  cumulative  development  plus  the  project,  volume  would 
remain  at  23%  of  available  capacity  (impeded).    Project  pedestrian  volumes 
would  account  for  approximately  70%  of  the  cumulative  development  increase  on 
the  Bush  St.  sidewalk,  20%  of  the  increase  on  the  Montgomery  St.  sidewalk  and 
less  than  10%  of  the  increase  on  the  Sutter  St.  sidewalk. 

The  crosswalks  at  the  intersection  of  Bush  and  Kearny  Sts.,  west  of  the  site, 
presently  have  impeded  conditions:  cumulative  development  in  1987,  and 
cumulative  development  plus  the  project,  would  cause  impeded  conditions  to 
persist,  but  the  flow  regimen  would  not  worsen.    The  crosswalk  across  Bush  at 
Kearny  St.  has  present  volumes  that  occupy  20%  of  available  capacity 
(impeded);  in  1987,  22%  of  available  capacity  would  be  used  (impeded);  1987 
cumulative  plus  project  pedestrian  volumes  would  use  24%  of  available  capacity 
(impeded).    At  present,  the  crosswalk  across  Kearny  at  Bush  St.  has  pedestrian 
volumes  that  occupy  13%  of  available  capacity  (impeded);^  in  1987  ,  15%  of 
available  capacity  would  be  used  (impeded);  1987  cumulative  plus  project 
pedestrian  volumes  would  increase  use  to  18%  of  capacity  (impeded). 
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The  crosswalks  at  the  intersection  of  Bush  and  Montgomery  Sts.,  east  of  the 
site,  presently  operate  in  impeded  (across  Montgomery)  and  constrained  (across 
Bush)  conditions.    Cumulative  development  in  1987,  and  cumulative  development 
plus  the  project,  would  cause  conditions  at  both  of  these  crossings  to  worsen 
to  crowded.    At  present,  the  crosswalk  across  Bush  at  Montgomery  St.  has 
pedestrian  volumes  that  occupy  50%  of  available  capacity  (constrained);  in 
1987,  60%  of  available  capacity  would  be  used  (crowded):  1987  cumulative  plus 
project  pedestrian  volumes  would  use  65%  of  available  capacity  (crowded).  The 
crosswalk  across  Montgomery  at  Bush  St.  presently  has  pedestrian  volumes  that 
occupy  22%  of  available  capacity  (impeded);  in  1987,  56%  of  available  capacity 
would  be  used  (constrained);  1987  cumulative  plus  project  pedestrian  volumes 
would  use  61%  of  available  capacity  (crowded). 

Crosswalks  at  the  intersection  of  Sutter  and  Montgomery  Sts.,  southeast  of  the 
site,  presently  operate  under  constrained  (across  Montgomery)  and  crowded 
(across  Sutter)  conditions.    Cumulative  development  in  1987,  and  cumulative 
development  plus  the  project,  would  cause  conditions  at  both  of  these 
crossings  to  worsen:  the  crossing  of  Montgomery  St.  would  become  crowded;  the 
crossing  of  Sutter  St.  would  become  jammed.    At  present,  the  crosswalk  across 
Montgomery  at  Sutter  St.  has  pedestrian  volumes  that  occupy  38%  of  available 
capacity  (constrained);  in  1987,  68%  of  available  capacity  would  be  used 
(crowded);  1987  cumulative  plus  project  pedestrian  volumes  would  use  69%  of 
available  capacity  (crowded).    The  crosswalk  across  Sutter  at  Montgomery  St. 
presently  has  pedestrian  volumes  that  occupy  76%  of  available  capacity 
(crowded);  in  1987,  volumes  would  be  131%  of  available  capacity,  or  actually 
exceed  capacity  by  31%  (jammed);  1987  cumulative  plus  project  pedestrian 
volumes  would  be  144%  of  available  capacity,  or  exceed  available  capacity  by 
44%  (jammed),  with  the  project  contributing  13%  of  this  excess. 

Trinity  St.  has  been  designated  for  improvement  as  a  pedestrian/service  street 
with  emphasis  to  be  given  to  improving  the  pedestrian  environment  but  not 
closing  it  entirely  to  truck  traffic  /9/.    To  achieve  this,  as  a  condition  of 
approval  for  the  101  Montgomery  St.  building,  the  developers  of  that  project 
will  provide  new  paving  for  Trinity  St.    The  project  would  have  retail  access 
at  ground  level  from  Trinity  St.;  the  101  Montgomery  St.  building  will  have  a 
ground  level  pedestrian  entrance  on  Trinity  St.    As  Trinity  St.  is  currently 
closed  due  to  construction,  accurate  estimates  of  pedestrian  travel  are  not 
available.  tt^ 
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TRAFFIC 

Traffic  impacts  for  the  project  were  analyzed  at  freeway  access  ramps  serving 
the  downtown  and  at  the  intersections  on  the  project  block.    For  estimation  of 
project-generated  traffic  volume  increases  at  freeway  access  points, 
conventional  techniques  for  estimating  traffic  generation  were  used.  Traffic 
was  based  on  numbers  of  on-site  employees,  visitors  and  residents;  it  was 
assumed  that  as  long  as  parking  would  be  available  within  walking  distance, 
most  drivers  would  continue  to  drive  to  work.    Analysis  of  the  streets  which 
serve  the  project  as  feeders  to  or  from  freeway  ramps  (Mission,  Beale, 
Washington,  Clay  and  Fourth  Sts.)  was  assumed  to  represent  the  "worst  case"  or 
greatest  traffic  impacts.    Impacts  from  the  project  on  other  streets  would  be 
less  as  project  traffic  on  them  would  be  less  concentrated.    For  local  streets 
surrounding  the  project  site,  traffic  volume  increases  were  assumed  to  be 
proportional  to  the  capacity  of  the  proposed  on-site  garage.    It  was  assumed 
that  routes  of  drivers  going  to  other  garages  would  be  sufficiently  dispersed 
to  have  a  negligible  effect  on  volumes  on  streets  adjacent  to  the  project. 

The  project  is  proposed  to  have  about  100  off-street  parking  spaces  of  which 
56  would  be  for  residents  of  the  56  dwelling  units  proposed  on  site,  leaving 
44  spaces  available  for  other  parking  through  a  valet  system.    The  effects  of 
removing  the  existing  360  space  Financial  Center  Garage  have  been  calculated 
as  part  of  the  existing-plus-cumulative-plus-project  conditions  shown  in 
Table  11,  p.  115.    The  project  impact  at  the  intersections  closest  to  the 
project  site  would  be  a  result  of  service  vehicle  traffic  and  traffic  using 
the  project  parking  facility  assuming  a  worst-case  condition  of  all  44  spaces 
emptying  onto  the  streets  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 

Traffic  from  cumulative  development  would  cause  the  level  of  service  to 
deteriorate  from  Level  of  Service  D  to  F  at  the  intersections  of  Mission  St. 
at  Beale  St.  and  at  Main  St.    Addition  of  the  cumulative  demand  at  the 
intersections  of  Clay  and  Front  Sts.  and  Washington  and  Battery  Sts.  would 

shift  operations  from  Level  of  Service  A  and  B,  respectively,  to  C,  and  would 
shift  operations  from  Level  of  Service  C  to  D  at  the  intersection  of  Fourth 
and  Harrison  Sts.    The  impact  of  the  project  would  be  an  imperceptible 
lessening  of  the  level  of  service  of  traffic  operation  on  the  street  system 
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•  relative  to  the  existing-plus-cumulative  conditions.    Increases  in  traffic 
congestion  could  also  have  the  effect  of  increasing  operational  delays  on  Muni 
routes  which  would  increase  operating  costs  and  lower  the  overall  level  of 
operation  of  the  Muni  system. 
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IV.    Environmental  Impact 

Removal  of  an  automobile  destination  (the  Financial  Center  Garage)  from  the 
site,  would  more  than  offset  the  increase  from  project  and  cumulative 
development  traffic  in  the  vicinity,  allowing  the  intersections  of  Bush  and 
Kearny  Sts.  and  Bush  and  Montgomery  Sts.  to  maintain  operation  equivalent  to 
existing  conditions  (see  Table  11).    Increases  in  pedestrian  activity  would 
cause  some  delay  to  turning  vehicles  in  the  project  vicinity.    An  effect  of 
increased  congestion  at  the  intersections  of  Mission  St.  at  Beale  and 
Main  Sts.  would  be  a  redistribution  of  travel  patterns  to  less  traveled  routes 
and,  potentially,  a  shift  from  automobile  to  transit  or  paratransit  use. 


TABLE  11:         PROJECTED  PEAK-HOUR  INTERSECTION  VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY  RATIO  NEAR 
THE  PROJECT  SITE 

Existing  +      Existing  +  Cumulative** 
Existing  Cumulative**        +  Project 


Intersection 

V/C  LOS* 

V/C 

LOS* 

Montgomery  and  Bush  (pm) 

0.87 

D 

0.88 

D 

Kearny  and  Bush  (pm) 

0.63 

B 

0.63 

B 

Kearny  and  Sutter  (pm) 

0.52 

A 

0.52 

A 

Montgomery  and  Sutter  (pm) 

0.73 

C 

0.74 

C 

Fourth  and  Harrison  (pm) 

0.79 

C 

0.89 

D 

Mission  and  Beale  (pm) 

0.84 

D 

1.58 

F 

Clay  and  Front  (pm) 

0.51 

A 

0.73 

C 

Mission  and  Main  (pm) 

0.86 

D 

1.30 

F 

Washington  and  Battery  (am)  0.62 

B 

0.79 

C 

V/C 

LOS* 

0.86 

D 

0.63 

B 

0.52 

A 

0.72 

C 

0.89 

D 

1.60 

F 

0.74 

C 

1.32 

F 

0.80 

C 

*     LOS  -  Level  of  Service.    See  Appendix  E,  Table  E-6,  p.  264,  for  definition 
of  Levels  of  Service.    Based  upon  manual  intersection  counts  on  October 
29,  and  November  2-4,  1981,  all  week  days. 

**    The  16.1  million  gross  square  feet  of  net  new  cumulative  office 

development  is  listed  in  Appendix  E,  Tables  E-1  and  E-2,  pp.  253-56. 


SOURCE:  TJKM,  Transportation  Consultants,  Environmental  Science  Associates, 
Inc . 
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•  Based  upon  existing  t-^avel  patterns  and  modal  split,  cumulative  downtown 
development  not  including  the  project  would  add  approximately  ?,300  vehicles 
to  the  Bay  Bridge  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.    The  Bay  Bridge  currently  carries 
17,800  vehicles  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.    The  cumulative  downtown  development, 
not  including  the  traffic  contributions  from  the  project,  would  represent 
about  10%  of  existing  travel  levels.    The  project  would  add  about  70 
additional  vehicles  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.    The  Golden  Gate  Bridge 
currently  carries  11,000  vehicles  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.    Cumulative  downtown 
development  not  including  the  project  would  generate  an  additional  2,000 
vehicles  in -the  p.m.  peak  hour. 

#  The  project  would  create  demand  for  about  60  vehicles  during  the  p.m.  peak 
hour  on  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge.    It  is  likely  that  most  of  these  vehicles 
would  approach  the  Bridge  on  Lombard  St.    Cumulative  downtown  development  not 
including  the  project  would  add  about  2,700  vehicles  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour  on 
the  two  freeways  (US  101  and  1-280)  that  serve  San  Mateo  and  Santa  C^^ra 
Counties.    These  freeways  combined  currently  carry  about  26,400  vehicles  in 
the  p.m.  peak  hour.    The  project  would  add  about  100  vehicles  to  the  p.m.  peak 
hour  on  the  freeways  serving  the  Peninsula. /9a/ 
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PARKING 

The  daily,  project-generated  parking  demand  is  estimated  to  be  530  parking 
spaces.    This  demand  was  calculated  based  on  the  projected  number  of  auto 
driver  work  and  non-work  trips.    The  average  percentage  of  non-work  trips  for 
multi-tenanted  buildings  is  estimated  to  be  43%  as  assumed  in  the  travel 
demand  analysis.    The  average  length  of  stay  for  non-work  trips  is  estimated 
to  be  two  hours. /lO/ 

To  estimate  the  work  or  long-term  parking  demand,  all  of  the  auto  driver  work 
trips  were  assumed  to  generate  demand  for  one  parking  space  per  trip,  or 
490  spaces  for  the  project,  per  day.    The  non-work  or  short-term  parking 
demand  was  calculated  by  dividing  the  non-work  auto  driver  trips  by  a  turnover 
factor  based  upon  average  length  of  stay.    (Turnover  was  calculated  by 
dividing  a  9-hour  working  day,  8:00  a.m.  -  5:00  p.m.  by  the  average  length  of 
stay  of  two  hours  to  give  a  turnover  factor  of  4.5.)    Thus  the  average 
short-term  (non-work)  parking  demand  was  calculated  to  be  40  spaces  per  hour 
for  the  project. 

The  project  would  include  56  residential  units.    According  to  the  City 
Planning  Code,  one  off-street  parking  space  per  four  dwelling  units  would  be 
required  in  this  C-3  district,  or  14  spaces  total  for  the  residential  portion 
of  the  project ./II/    According  to  preliminary  project  plans,  each  residential 
unit  would  be  allocated  a  parking  space,  a  total  of  56  spaces,  leaving 
44  spaces  for  short-term  use.    The  total  parking  demand  from  the  project  would 
exceed  the  supply  by  490  spaces.    Short-term  demand  from  the  project  would  not 
exceed  the  supply  (demand  would  be  40  spaces  per  hour  and  the  project  would 
provide  44) . 

The  project  would  displace  an  existing  360-space  parking  facility.    About  150 
of  the  existing  spaces  in  the  Financial  Center  Garage  are  reserved,  and  210 
are  available  for  daily  long-term  or  short-term  use.    The  facility  supplies 
parking  for  uses  in  the  vicinity  in  excess  of  existing  parking  demands 
generated  from  on-site  uses.    Thus,  compared  to  the  present,  where  available 
on-site  parking  exceeds  site-generated  demand,  the  proposed  project  would 
require  530  spaces  hourly,  displace  360  spaces,  and  provide  about  100 
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spaces  (valet  parking).  The  total,  combined  net  parking  deficit  on-site  would 
be  790  spaces. 

Within  about  1,000  ft.  of  the  project  site  are  approximately  4,580 
commercially  available  off-street  parking  spaces.    About  630  of  these  spaces 
are  located  on  sites  of  future  construction,  including  the  360  on  the  project 
site.    Average  daytime  occupancy  in  the  unaffected  spaces  is  approximately  93% 
with  about  260  spaces  open  at  any  one  time.    Cumulative  short-term  parking 
demand  from  buildings  proposed  and  under  construction  near  the  project  is 
projected  to  be  140  spaces  not  including  the  displaced  Financial  Center  Garage 
users.    Addition  of  the  Financial  Center  Garage  users  would  bring  the  demand 
to  about  350  spaces  (not  including  the  150  reserved  spaces  in  the  Financial 
Center  Garage  which  are  long-term).    The  net  short-term  parking  deficit  in  the 
area  within  1,000  feet  of  the  project  would  be  about  90  spaces  (i.e.  demand  of 
350  versus  present  availability  of  260  within  1,000  ft.).    This  assumes  the 
removal  of  off-street  parking  by  proposed  buildings.    Other  projects  with 
unmet  short-term  parking  demand  would  compete  with  the  project  for  these 
available  spaces. 

Long-term  parking  demand  for  cumulative  office  development  in  the  greater 
downtown  area  has  been  estimated  to  be  about  15,600  spaces  (including  the 
project).    The  project  would  represent  3.1  percent  of  the  total  demand. 
Long-term  parking  demand  has  been  assumed  to  be  distributed  over  the  greater 
downtown  and  South-of-Market  areas  rather  than  being  concentrated  near  the 
proposed  project  location.    Long-term  parking  demand  is  typically  work 
(employee)  related  and  is  more  likely  to  be  influenced  by  cost  rather  than  by 
location  (see  Appendix  E,  pp.  252-273).    A  recent  survey  by  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  shows  that  there  are  about  37,000  off-street  parking  spaces  in 
the  C-3  district  and  an  additional  6,500  spaces  in  the  area  bounded  by  The 
Embarcadero,  Folsom,  Eighth  and  Bryant  Sts./12/    Based  upon  average  occupancy, 
about  4,100  spaces  are  available  on  a  daily  basis.    The  cumulative  demand  for 
the  whole  downtown  area  would  create  a  net  deficit  of  11,500  spaces.  Parking 
demand  has  been  based  upon  existing  travel  patterns  and  is  not  dependent  upon 
the  availability  of  parking  spaces  or  the  ability  of  the  freeway  and  bridge 
system  to  carry  the  additional  demand.    Freeway  and  bridge  capacity  into 
downtown  is  essentially  fixed  at  existing  levels,  as  major  construction  would 
be  required  to  add  new  capacity.    Therefore,  the  net  deficit  of  11,500  spaces 
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does  not  mean  that  11,500  autos  would  be  driving  on  City  streets  in  search  of 
parking.    Rather,  the  travel  demand  represented  by  the  parking  deficit  would 
most  likely  shift  to  ride  sharing  or  transit.    Increased  ride  sharing  would 
not  only  reduce  parking  demand  but  would  also  reduce  traffic  impacts  from  the 
"worst  case"  impacts  shown  in  Table  11,  p.  115.    As  the  factors  influencing 
modal  choice  --  such  as  availability  of  transit  and  carpools;  desirable 
transit  and  carpool  schedules;  walking  distance;  parking  location, 
availability,  and  cost;  employee  subsidies  of  parking  cost  --  differ  from 
individual  to  individual,  it  is  not  possible  to  predict  precisely  how  future 
travel  patterns  might  differ. 

The  deficit  may  be  less  than  this  estimate  as  the  survey  did  not  inventory 
parking  in  the  Civic  Center  area,  the  areas  west  of  Eighth  St.,  south  of 
Bryant  St.  or  north  of  Washington  St.  (all  of  which  are  included  in  the  demand 
calculation).    The  survey  did  indicate  that  inside  the  study  area  about  6,000 
parking  spaces  have  been  added  since  1967  and  approximately  1,400  are  propoed 
to  be  added  (exclusive  of  4,845  parking  spaces  to  be  provided  in  Verba  Buena 
Center). 

City  policy,  as  stated  in  the  Revisions  to  the  Transportation  Element  of  the 
Master  Plan  Regarding  Parking,  1977,  is  to  "encourage  short-term  use  of 
existing  parking  facilities  within  and  adjacent  to  the  downtown  core  by 
converting  all  day  commuter  parking  to  short-term  parking  in  areas  of  high 
demand  or  to  car/van  pool  parking  where  short-term  parking  demands  are 
low."/13/    Accordingly,  approximately  14,000  existing  off-street  spaces  in  the 
C-3-0  planning  district  could  be  converted  to  short-term-only  parking,  if  the 
City  enacted  such  legislation. 

Imbalances  in  long-term  parking  demand  and  potential  supply,  given  projected 
cumulative  development  and  demand,  would  be  expected  to  encourage  the  use  of 
car  pools  and  van  pools,  or  the  creation  of  satellite  (intercept)  parking 
facilities  in  outlying  non-residential  areas,  with  shuttle  or  expanded  Muni 
service  to  the  downtown  area,  or  increased  use  of  transit  directly  for 
commuters  from  San  Francisco  or  suburban  centers  (East  Bay,  North  Bay, 
Peninsula).    Peninsula  residents,  for  example,  could  find  Southern  Pacific 
commuter  trains  more  attractive  if  they  could  get  no  closer  to  downtown  by  car 
than  the  train  terminal  at  Fourth  and  Townsend  Sts.    All  transit  options  would 
add  riders  on  the  regional  and  local  transit  system,  particularly  Muni. 
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TRUCK  DELIVERIES  AND  LOADING 

Table  12  shows  total  service  vehicle  travel  and  average  hourly  service  vehicle 
demand  based  upon  data  published  in  Center  City  Circulation  Program: 
Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods  Movement ./14/    The  building  would  generate 
approximately  116  service  vehicle  stops  per  day.    Average  hourly  loading  space 
needs  are  given  in  terms  of  spaces  per  hour  per  10,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
building  space;  average  demand  for  the  project  would  be  5.4  spaces  per  hour 
and  peak  hourly  demand  would  be  6.9  spaces.    The  ten  loading  spaces  proposed 
(three  35-ft.  spaces;  one  55-ft.  space;  and  six  delivery  van  spaces)  would 
meet  the  average  hourly  and  peak  hour  demand  for  loading  space,  based  on  the 
published  demand  data. 


TABLE  12:         ESTIMATED  SERVICE  VEHICLE  TRAVEL*  ATTRIBUTABLE  TO  THE  PROJECT 


Dai ly  Stops/ 

Spaces/Hour/ 

Average 

Gross  Square 

10,000  sq.ft. 

Daily 

10,000  sq.ft. 

Spaces/ 

Use 

Feet  (GSF) 

of  GSF 

Stops 

of  GSF 

Hour 

Office 

521  ,800 

2.1 

110 

0.1 

5.2 

Retail 

10,580 

3.0 

3 

0.21 

0.2 

Residential 

101,660 

0.3 

3 

0.01 

0.1 

116 

5.5 

*  Service 

vehicle  travel  has 

been  included 

in  total 

travel  calculated  for 

the  project. 


SOURCES:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


The  project  is  proposed  to  have  service  vehicle  access  on  the  highest 
subsurface  level  via  a  ramp  from  Bush  St.    Access  to  both  levels  of  on-site 
vehicle  parking  is  proposed  to  be  from  Bush  St.  via  the  same  ramp  as  service 
vehicles  would  use  to  the  loading  docks. 

City  Planning  Commission  (CPC)  Resolution  9286  would  require  a  total  of  seven 
spaces  for  the  uses  in  the  project  (five  for  office,  one  for  retail  and  one 
for  residential ) ./15/    These  spaces  would  have  to  be  of  sufficient  size  to 
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handle  standard  single  unit  (SU)  trucks  and  smaller  vehicles.    At  least  one  of 
the  spaces  must  be  55  ft.  in  length.    The  project  is  proposing  to  provide 
three  35-ft.  spaces,  one  55-ft.  space  and  six  van  spaces  (two  for  one  for  each 
of  the  remaining  three  required  spaces,  as  allowed  by  the  Planning  Code). 
Analysis  of  the  design  of  the  loading/service  area  and  the  access  ramps 
indicates  that  standard  single  unit  trucks  and  smaller  vehicles  would  be  able 
to  maneuver  adequately  in  the  space  proposed.    Tractor- trailer  combinations, 
which  are  typically  55  ft.  in  length,  would  not  be  able  to  negotiate  the  ramp 
to  the  loading  bays.    Tractor-trailer  deliveries,  however,  are  expected  to  be 
infrequent  and  would  be  limited  to  moving  vans  and  some  deliveries  of  heavy 
office  equipment  and  furniture.    At  these  times  on-street  parking  would  be 
required. 

The  project  would  include  direct  access  to  the  freight  elevator  from  the 
loading  docks  for  the  residential  and  office  floors  and  lobbies  (see 
Figures  4,  and  5,  pp.  20-21).    The  retail  uses  fronting  on  Trinity  St.  and  the 
retail  use  at  the  west  end  of  the  building  fronting  on  Bush  St.  would  not  be 
accessible  from  the  basement  loading  dock,  and  thus  would  require  curbside 
loading.    There  are  three,  30-minute  metered  loading  zones  on  Bush  St.  near 
Trinity  St.  that  could  serve  the  retail  uses  fronting  on  Trinity  St.    At  the 
west  end  of  the  project  there  are  five,  30-minute  metered  loading  zones  on 
Bush  St.    The  loading  zones  are  reserved  for  commercial  vehicles  from  9  a.m. 
to  1  p.m.  only.    After  1  p.m.  commercial  vehicles  would  have  to  compete  with 
other  vehicles  for  the  spaces.    Curbside  loading  from  Trinity  St.  would  block 
vehicle  traffic  through  the  alley  and  impede  pedestrian  travel  in  the  alley. 
Service  vehicle  use  of  Trinity  St.  would  not  conflict  with  the  proposed 
designation  of  the  alley  as  a  pedestrian/service  street. 

The  proposed  curb  cut  would  be  the  maximum  24  ft.  recommended  by  CPC 
Resolution  9286,  less  than  half  the  length  of  the  existing  curb  cut  serving 
the  Financial  Center  Garage.    The  curb  cut  would  be  less  than  30%  of  the 
project  frontage,  in  compliance  with  CPC  Resolution  9286.  Vehicle-pedestrian 
conflicts  at  the  sidewalk  adjacent  to  the  garage  entrance  would  be  reduced  by 
approximately  one-half  because  average  vehicle  arrivals  and  departures  would 
be  about  one-half  of  those  at  present. 
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NOTES  -  Transportation,  Circulation  and  Parking 

/!/  The  data  for  the  length  of  the  demolition,  excavation,  and  construction 
periods  are  from  Skidmore,  Owings  &  Merrill,  the  project  architects. 

/2/  The  regional  distribution,  office  trip  generation,  trip  purpose  and  peak 
hour  percentage  are  from  Attachement  1  of  the  Guidelines  for  Environmental 
Impact  Review,  Transportation  Impacts  Department  of  City  Planning, 
October  1980  and  the  modal  split  assignment  is  from  Attachment  2. 
Supplemented  by  survey  data  collected  by  Environmental  Science  Associates, 
Inc. 

/3/  The  survey  of  retail  travel  was  conducted  by  Environmental  Science 
Associates,  Inc.  at  Embarcadero  Center  on  Thursday  June  17,  1982  between  10:00 
a.m.  and  4:00  p.m. 

/4/  Residential  trip  generation  is  from  Report  on  Trip  End  Generation  Research 
Counts  (Vol.  1-12)  CalTrans  District  4,  1966-1980.    Retail  trip  generation  is 
from  Trip  Generation,  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers  (ITE),  1979. 
Rates  have  been  adjusted  from  vehicle  trip  ends  to  person  trip  ends  based  upon 
an  assumed  vehicle  occupancy  of  1.4  persons  per  vehicle. 

/5/  504,140  gross  square  feet  of  office  space  X  80%  (efficiency)  X  0.0175 
person  trip  ends  (pte)  per  day/net  square  foot  +  56  dwelling  units  X  9  pte  per 
day/ dwelling  unit  -  16,610  gross  square  feet  of  retail  space  X  0.1  pte  per 
day/gross  square  foot  X  0.55  (primary  retail  trips)  =  6,650  pte  per  day. 
(Efficiency  converts  gross  square  footage  to  net  square  footage) 

/6/  The  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review  ^OER),  has 
issued  a  memorandum,  dated  July  2,  1982,  dealing  with  the  subject  of  the 
differences  in  the  land-use  and  employment  trend  approaches,  and  recommending 
that  both  approaches  be  used  in  EIRs  to  give  a  balanced  assessment  of  future 
peak  transportation  demand.    This  memorandum  is  on  file  with  and  available 
from  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  St.,  5th  Floor.  The 
memorandum  calls  out  some  of  the  fundamental  differences  between  the  two 
approaches  and  also  details  the  limitations  of  each. 

/7/  The  Muni  lines  affected  by  the  project  are  the  1,  IX,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8, 
9,  11,  12,  14,  14GL,  14X,  15,  17X,  21  ,  27,  30  ,  30X,  31  ,  31X,  38,  38L ,  38AX, 
38BX,  41,  42,  45,  66L,  J,  K,  L,  M,  N,  71,  and  80X. 

/8/  Muni  projections  from  Municipal  Railway  Rehabilitation  and  Replacement 
P 1  an,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission,  May  1982:  BART  projections 
from  Marty  Birkenthal  of  BART  on  August  18,  1982;  SamTrans  projections  from 
Gregorio  Kipp  of  SamTrans  on  Augst  18,  1982;  A-C  Transit  proposals  from  Ted 
Reynolds  of  AC  Transit  on  August  18,  1982;  Golden  Gate  Transit  proposals  from 
Alan  Zahradnik  of  Golden  Gate  Transit  on  Auugust  19,  1982,  Southern  Pacific 
proposal  from  H.  H.  Cavanauch,  Railroad  Consultant  with  CalTrans,  and  from  Jirr 
Strong,  Design  Engineer  with  Southern  Pacific,  on  August  26,  1982. 

/9/  Guiding  Downtown  Development,  Department  of  City  Planning,  May  1981,  pps. 
D-15,  D-16. 

/9a/  Traffic  counts  from  1981  Traffic  Volumes  on  California  State  Highways, 
Caltrans,  April  1982. 
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/lO/  The  parking  characteristics  data  are  from  a  federally  sponsored  research 
document:    Urban  Travel  Patterns  for  Hospitals,  Universities,  Office 
Buildings,  and  Capitols,  Rept.  No.  62,  1969,  National  Cooperative  Highway 
Research  Program  (NCHRP) 

/II/  Planning  Code,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  1979,  Article 
1 .5,  Section  151 ,  p.  60. 

/12/  Inventory  of  Off-Street  Parking  Spaces,  San  Francisco  Department  of  City 
Planning,  May  24,  1982. 

/13/  Revisions  to  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  Master  Plan  Regarding 
Parking,  Resolution  7647,  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  January  20,  1977. 

/14/  Center  City  Circulation  Program:    Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods 
Movement,  Working  Papers  1,  2,  and  3  and  Final  Report,  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning,  1980. 

/15/  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Exhibit  A,  Off-street  Freight  Loading 
and  Vehicle  Space  Requirement  and  Guidelines,  January,  1982,  intended  to  amend 
Sections  152,  153,  154,  and  155  of  the  Planning  Code  (intended  to  replace 
Planning  Code,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  1979,  Article  1.5,  Section 
152,  pg  61). 


F.    AIR  QUALITY 


CONSTRUCTION 


Demolition,  excavation,  frame  and  building  shell  construction  would  affect 
local  air  quality,  especially  particulate  (dust)  concentrations, 
intermittently  for  about  12  months.    In  contrast  to  gaseous  pollutants  and 
small-size  particulate  from  combustion,  a  large  fraction  of  particulate  from 
construction  settles  out  of  the  atmosphere  rapidly  with  increasing  distance 
from  the  source  and  generally  does  not  penetrate  to  the  lungs.    It  has  been 
estimated  that  the  small-size  (less  than  30  microns  in  diameter)  fraction  of 
construction  particulate,  which  may  remain  suspended  indefinitely  and  is  a 
health  hazard,  is  generated  at  the  average  rate  of  1.2  tons  per  acre  per  month 
of  activity./ 1/    Without  mitigation,  this  rate  would  result  in  worst-case 
24-hour  concentrations  near  the  site  that  would  exceed  by  several  times  the 
state  standard  of  100  ug/n? .    Dust  would  be  reduced  by  about  50%  by 
sprinkling  unpaved  areas  with  water.    (See  Mitigation  Measures,  pp.  140-151.) 
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The  use  of  paints  and  other  architectural  coatings,  and  the  use  of  asphalt  for 
road  paving,  would  generate  hydrocarbon  emissions  (a  precursor  of  ozone). 
Emissions  from  these  activities  are  controlled  by  BAAQMD  (Bay  Area  Quality 
Management  District)  Regulation  8,  Rules  3  and  15,  respectively. 

OPERATION 

Long-term  air  quality  impacts  associated  with  operation  of  the  project  would 
result  primarily  from  increased  vehicular  emissions.    Reductions  in  vehicle 
emissions  caused  by  decreasing  the  number  of  on-site  parking  spaces  from 
360  to  100  would  be  more  than  offset  by  increased  vehicular  traffic  generated 
by  the  project.    Combustion  of  natural  gas  for  space  and  water  heating  would 
also  generate  small  amounts  of  pollutants  (primarily  nitrogen  oxides)  relative 
to  those  produced  by  traffic.    Projected  daily  emissions  of  pollutants 
resulting  in  1987  from  all  project-generated  traffic  throughout  the  air  basin 
are  shown  in  Table  13,  p.  124  and  compared  with  projected  regional  emissions. 
In  1987,  the  project  would  contribute  about  one-hundredth  of  a  percent  to  the 
Bay  Area's  CO,  HC,  NOx,  and  TSP  generation,  and  less  than  three  hundredths  of 
a  percent  of  the  Areas  SOx  generation. 

Projections  of  worst-case  (poor  dispersion  meteorology)  roadside  CO 
concentrations  along  several  streets  carrying  project-generated  traffic  are 
shown  in  Table  13,  p.  124.    Table  13  includes  1982  and  1987  conditions  (base, 
cumulative  development  and  cumulative  development  with  the  project). 

As  Table  14,  p.  125  shows,  the  1987  base  case  CO  concentrations  would  be  less 
than  1982  concentrations  because  the  projected  effects  of  state  and  federal 
emission  controls  on  new  vehicles  would  more  than  offset  emission  increases 
generated  by  increased  traffic  volumes  that  would  occur  on  some  streets  near 
the  project.    On  Bush  and  Montgomery  Sts.,  traffic  volumes  are  projected  to 
decrease  contributing  further  to  the  decline  in  curbside  CO  concentrations. 
Adding  the  proposed  project  to  1987  cumulative  development  would  increase  the 
base  case  concentrations,  although  in  all  cases  they  would  remain  below 
existing  concentrations.    The  largest  increases  due  to  the  project  (about  two 
percent  for  one-hour  and  eight-hour  concentrations)  would  occur  on  Bush  St. 
(one  hour)  and  Fourth  St.  (eight  hour).    No  excesses  of  the  applicable  CO 
standards  are  projected  on  any  street  under  any  of  the  future  scenarios. 
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TABLE  13:    PROJECTED  1987  DAILY  PROJECT  AND  CUMULATIVE  BAY  AREA  EMISSIONS 


Pollutant  Emissions     (tons  per  day) 
Emissions  Generator  tO  HT  NTJT  W  TSF 

Proposed  Project*  0.334        0.029      0.042  0.005  0.050 

Entire  Bay  Area  AOMD  (1982)      2,880  615  598  192  498 

Entire  Bay  Area  AQMD  (1987)**  2,340  .         515  543  182  536 

*Emissions  of  CO,  HC,  and  NOx  include  an  assumed  three  minutes  of  idle  time 
per  trip.    Idle  emission  factors  are  not  available  for  SOx  or  TSP.  Emissions 
of  TSP  include  re-entrained  dust  from  roadway  surfaces. 

**1987  projection  based  on  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Management  District,  and  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  1982 
Bay  Area  Air  Qual ity  Plan,  June  1982,  p.  E-3. 


SOURCES:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  based  on  traffic  data  from 
TJKM,  Transportation  Consultants,  and  emissions  data  from  BAAQMD. 


In  addition  to  CO,  project-related  and  cumulative  vehicle  emissions  would  add 
to  local  and  regional  accumulations  of  HC,  NOx,  and  to  a  lesser  extent  of  SOx 
and  TSP,  during  adverse  meteorological  conditions  such  as  thermal  inversions 
and  low  wind  speeds.    The  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan  predicts  that  ozone 
will  continue  to  be  a  regional  problem  in  the  future,  that  CO  and  TSP  will 
continue  to  be  problems  on  a  local  scale,  and  that  certain  pollution  control 
strategies  to  reduce  emissions  are  necessary  to  attain  and  maintain  the 
standards  for  those  pollutants  as  required  by  law./2/    Cumulative  downtown  San 
Francisco  development  has  been  included  in  the  Bay  Area  Quality  Management 
Plan  projections.    The  project  would  not  directly  conflict  with  the 
strategies,  and  alone  would  have  no  measurable  impact  on  citywide  or  regional 
concentrations  or  on  the  frequency  of  standard  violations.    However,  it  would 
incrementally  impede  the  objectives  of  the  Plan  by  generating  additional 
pollutant  emissions  in  San  Francisco  and  elsewhere  in  the  air  basin,  and  in 
conjunction  with  cumulative  development,  could  increase  ambient  concentrations 
and/or  violations  of  standards  if  the  additional  pollution  control  measures 
recommended  in  the  Plan  are  not  enforced. 
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TABLE  14:  PROJECTED 

WORST-CASE 

ROADSIDE 

CARBON  MONOXIDE 

IMPACTS 

Concentration  (ppm)* 

Averaging 

1987  Base 

198/  Base 

Roadway 

Time 

1982 

Dusn  ^ueLween  isearny 

1- 

•hour 

15  .8 

11.6 

11 .8 

and  Montgomery) 

8- 

•hour 

9.1 

A  Q 

D  .y 

Q 

Montgomery  (between 

1- 

•hour 

14  .3 

n.i 

11.1 

Bush  and  Sutter) 

8- 

•hour 

8.5 

6.5 

6.6 

Beale  (between 

1- 

■hour 

T  /I  n 

14  .8 

14.9 

15.0 

Market  and  Mission) 

8- 

•hour 

7.7 

6.7 

6.7 

Main  (between 

1- 

•hour 

16.1 

16.3 

16.4 

Mission  and  Market) 

8- 

hour 

8.3 

7.1 

7.2 

Fourth  (between 

1- 

hour 

18.4 

14.9 

15.0 

Folsom  and  Harrison) 

8- 

hour 

9.4 

7.4 

7.4 

*     Calculations  were  made  for  worst-case  (poor-dispersion)  meteorology. 
Background  concentrations  were  assumed  to  be  10.3  ppm  for  one  hour  and 
6.5  ppm  for  eight  hours  in  1982,  and  8.4  ppm  for  one  hour  and  5.2  ppm  for 
eight  hours  in  1987,  based  on  the  average  of  the  annual  second-highest 
values  monitored  over  the  past  three  years  and  adjusted  for  current  and 
future  years  according  to  emissions  projections. 

**   A  =  Includes  projected  cumulative  development  as  of  August  6,  1982.  (See 
Appendix  E,  Table  E-1,  pp.  253-55.) 

***  B  =  Proposed  project. 

NOTE:    Underlined  values  are  those  which  exceed  the  applicable  standard 
(35  ppm  for  one  hour,  9  ppm  for  eight  hours). 


SOURCES:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  based  on  traffic  data  from 

TJKM,  Transportation  Consultants  and  BAAQMD,  1975,  Guidel ines  for  Air 
Quality  Impact  Analysis  of  Projects,  updated  for  1981  emission  factor 
revisions. 
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NOTES  -  Air  Quality 

/I/  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  1975,  Compilation  of  Air  Pollutant 
Emission  Factors,  Supplement  No.  5,  p. 11. 2. 4-1. 

HI  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management 
District  and  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  Bay  Area  Air  Qual ity 
Plan,  June,  1982. 


G.  ENERGY 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  (PG&E)  would  provide  electricity  and  natural 
gas  to  the  proposed  project  through  existing  distribution  systems.  Traffic 
disruption  resulting  from  utility  connections  and  installation  of  a  substreet 
transformer  would  be  limited  to  Bush  St.  in  front  of  the  site  for  about  two 
weeks  during  construction. 

•  PG&E  currently  obtains  its  electrical  energy  from  oil,  natural  gas,  nuclear, 
hydro-electric,  and  geothermal  sources.    New  demands  for  electricity  in  the 
PG&E  service  area  of  Northern  California  are  anticipated  to  be  met  primarily 
from  coal,  nuclear,  and  hydroelectric  sources.    Co-generation  and  additional 
geothermal  power  development  are  planned  to  supplement  the  existing  supplies. 
Among  the  major  new  power  plants  expected  by  PG&E  are  the  Diablo  Canyon 

•  nuclear  plant  and  the  Helms  Pump  Storage  hydro-electric  plant. /8/  PG&E 
expects  the  first  unit  of  the  Helms  project  to  begin  operation  by 
January  1983.    Diablo  Canyon  is  undergoing  seismic  safety  and  construction 
reviews,  and  Unit  One  is  not  expected  to  begin  operation  before  spring  of 

•  1983.    Unit  Two  of  Diablo  Canyon  and  Units  Two  and  Three  of  the  Helms  Plant 
are  anticipated,  by  PG&E  to  begin  operation  in  late  1983.    PG&E  also 
anticipates  increased  purchases  of  electricity  from  other  utilities.  This 
power  is  expected  to  come  from  surplusses  generated  by  hydroelectric  and 
nuclear  plants  in  Washington  State.    These  surplusses  are  uncertain  due  to 
cancellation  of  two  of  the  five  Washington  Public  Power  Supply  System  nuclear 
plants  and  long-term  delays  in  a  third  plant,  as  well  as  increased  demand  for 
electricity  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.    PG&E  would  be  able  to  supply 
electricity  to  the  project  even  if  Diablo  Canyon  were  not  to  begin  operating; 
however,  projected  costs  would  be  higher  and  reserve  margins  would  be  less. 


126 


IV.    Environmental  Impact 


The  project  would  require  an  unknown  amount  of  energy  for  demolition  of  the 
existing  structures,  excavation,  and  removal  of  excavated  material  and  rubble 
to  a  disposal  site.    Energy  required  for  project  construction,  including 
fabrication  and  transportation  of  building  materials,  would  be  about  one 
trillion  BTU./1,2/ 

The  structure  is  designed  to  exceed  the  minimum  State  Energy  Conservation 
Standards ./3/    Space  and  water  heating  would  be  supplied  by  a  natural 
gas-fired  boiler,  supplemented  by  a  small  amount  of  electric  space  heating  in 
the  residential  units.    Air  conditioning  would  be  provided  by  an  economizer 
cycle  which  would  use  cool  outside  air  when  possible,  supplemented  by  an 
electric  water  chiller.    A  variable  air-volume  ventilation  system  would  be 
used.    The  entire  HVAC  (heating,  ventilating,  air  conditioning)  system  would 
be  controlled  to  respond  to  weather  conditions  and  building  occupancy. 
Lighting  in  the  office/retail  areas  would  be  provided  by  fluorescent  fixtures; 
individual  switching  would  be  installed  so  that  offices  could  use  natural 
light  when  available.    Single-glazing  would  be  used  in  windows. 

The  structure  would  consume  (at  point-of-use)  about  9.1  million  kilowatt-hours 
(KWH)  of  electric  energy  per  year,  primarily  for  ventilation  and  cooling  (see 
Table  15,  p.  128). /4/    This  would  be  equivalent  to  the  annual  electricity 
consumption  of  about  2,800  average  residential  customers  in  San  Francisco. /5/ 
Of  the  total  annual  electricity  consumption,  office  use  would  account  for 
about  76%,  residential  about  24%.    On  a  per  sq.  ft.  basis,  the  structure's 
electricity  consumption  would  be  about  14  KWH  per  year.    This  compares  to  an 
average  of  15  KWH  per  sq.  ft.  per  year  projected  in  recent  EIRs  for  13  other 
high-rise  structures;/6/  actual  operating  consumption  may  be  different. 
Average  monthly  electricity  consumption  by  the  structure  would  be  about  0.76 
million  KWH,  or  about  1.2  KWH  per  sq.  ft.  per  month.    The  connected  kilowatt 
load  would  be  about  7,900  KW.    Daily  and  annual  electric  demand  distributions 
are  shown  in  Figure  26,  p.  129.    Peak  electricity  consumption  would  occur  on 
August  afternoons;  this  would  coincide  with  PG&E's  system-wide  peak  demand 
period. /7/ 

Operation  of  the  structure  would  consume  (at  point-of-use)  about  5.3  million 
cubic  feet  of  natural  gas  per  year,  primarily  for  space  and  water  heating  (see 
Table  15,  p.  128). /4/    This  would  be  equivalent  to  the  natural  gas  consumption 
of  about  67  average  residential  customers  in  San  Francisco. /5/    Of  the  total 
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annual  natural  gas  consumption,  office  use  would  account  for  about  84%, 
residential  about  16%.    On  a  per  sq.  ft.  basis,  the  structure's  natural  gas 
consumption  would  be  about  8.4  cubic  ft.  per  year.    This  compares  to  an 
average  of  23  cubic  feet  per  sq.  ft.  per  year  projected  for  13  other  high-rise 
structures  which  have  been  the  subject  of  recent  EIRs;/6/  actual,  operating 
consumption  may  be  different.    Average  monthly  natural  gas  consumption  by  the 
structure  would  be  about  0.44  million  cubic  feet,  or  about  0.7  cubic  ft.  per 
sq.  ft.  per  month.    Daily  and  annual  natural  gas  demand  distributions  are 
shown  in  Figure  27,  p.  130.    Peak  natural  gas  consumption  would  occur  on 
January  mornings;  this  would  not  coincide  with  PG&E's  system-wide  peak  demand 
period  which  occurs  on  January  evenings. 

The  above-described  energy  demands  represent  an  increase  in  energy  use  at  the 
site.    Existing  energy  use  is  estimated  to  be  about  27%  of  the  projected  use. 
Virtually  all  of  these  increased  energy  demands  would  be  met  by  nonrenewable 
energy  resources.    The  project  would  not  affect  any  known  solar  equipment  in 
the  area. 


TABLE  15:    PROJECTED  ANNUAL  USE  OF  ENERGY  RESOURCES 


Bui Iding  Operation: 

El ectr ici ty 
Natural  Gas 

Transportation: 

Gasoline  (vehicular) 

Total****: 


Point-of-Use 
Quantity* 


9.1  million  KWH** 
5 .3  mil  1  ion  cu.ft , 


464,000  gallons 


At-Source 
BTU* 


93  billion  BTU 
5.8  billion  BTU 


65  billion  BTU 
164  bi  I  hon  BlU 


Quantities  of  electricity,  natural  gas,  and  gasoline  represent 
"point-of-use"  energy  consumption.    The  BTU  energy  equivalents  have  been 

adjusted  to  represent  "at-source"  energy  consumption;  i.e.,  they  include 
energy  losses  which  occur  in  generation  and  transmission. 
Includes  both  nonrenewable  and  hydro-electric  sources. 
***  Excludes  gasoline  for  ferries,  diesel  fuel  for  buses  and  trains,  and 
electricity  for  trolleys  and  light  rail. 


** 


SOURCES:    Skidmore,  Owings  &  Merrill;  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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FIGURE  26: 

Projected  Electrical  Load  Distribution 
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FIGURE  27: 

Projected  Natural  Gas  Demand  Distribution 
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Vehicular  energy  consumption  (at  point-of-use)  for  the  project,  including 
transportation  of  employees,  visitors,  and  residents  is  projected  to  be 
464,000  gallons  of  gasoline  in  1984  (see  Table  15,  p.  128).    Additional  energy 
in  the  form  of  gasoline  for  ferries,  diesel  fuel  for  buses  and  trains,  and 
electricity  for  trolleys  and  light  rail,  responding  to  project  demand,  would 
be  used.    Project-generated  transportation  energy  would  also  be  provided  by 
nonrenewable  resources. 

The  project  and  other  office  development  under  review,  approved,  or  under 
construction  in  downtown  San  Francisco  (see  Table  E-1,  pp.  253-255)  would 
increase  electricity  consumption  by  about  260  million  kilowatt-hours  per  year 
and  would  increase  natural  gas  consumption  by  about  403  million  cubic  feet  per 
year  for  building  operations.    Transportation  associated  with  this  cumulative 
office  development  would  increase  diesel  fuel  consumption  by  about  1.3  million 
gallons  per  year,  gasoline  consumption  by  about  8.8  million  gallons  per  year, 
and  electricity  consumption  by  about  52  million  kilowatt-hours  per  year  (see 
Table  7,  p.  95).    The  total  increase  in  energy  demand  would  be  about  five 
trillion  Btu/1/  annually,  equivalent  to  about  880,000  barrels  of  oil  per  year. 

NOTES  -  Energy 

/I/  Hannon  et  al . ,  "Energy  and  Labor  in  the  Construction  Sector",  November  24, 
1978,  Science,  Vol.  202. 

HI  BTU,  British  Thermal  Units,  are  units  for  measuring  energy.    One  BTU  is 
the  quantity  of  heat  required  to  raise  the  temperature  of  one  pound  of  water 
one  degree  F  at  sea  level. 
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111  State  energy  efficiency  standards  are  described  in  Conservation  Division 
Regulations  Establishing  Energy  Conservation  Standards  for  New  Residential 
Buildings  and     .New  Nonresidential  Buildings,  February,  1980,  California 
Administrative  Code,  Title  24,  Part  6. 

IM  Skidmore,  Owings  &  Merrill,  October  29,  1981,  Interoffice  Memo  from  Harry 
Ajmani  et  al .  to  Bob  Towle;  on  file  at  the  OER. 


/5/  This  estimate  is  based  on  energy  consumption  data  provided  by  Mr.  Aleem, 
Rates  Dept.,  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Co.,  July  1,  1982. 

76/  Projected  energy  used  by  individual  buildings: 

Year  of 

Electricity  Natural  Gas  Anticipated  Total 
Project                         GSF        KWH/sf/yr       Btu/sf/yr    Completion    Btu  x  lOi 
  (x  1,000)  


101  Montgomery 

248,480 

27.4 

24.1 

1983 

76 

Central  Plaza 

370,580 

13.3 

4.6 

48 

Montgomery/Washington  243,600 

20.0 

16.5 

53 

Bank  of  Canton 

230,440 

13.8 

9.9 

30 

201  Spear 

262,000 

15.6 

2.9 

40 

Federal  Reserve 

Bank 

640,000 

16.8 

55.1 

1982 

150 

Daon  Building 

(Battery  & 

Sacramento) 

289,000 

16.6 

16.4 

1981 

54 

456  Montgomery 

233,050 

9.9 

19.2 

1983 

30 

333  Cal ifornia 

870,500 

17.2 

6.1 

113 

101  Mission 

223,600 

10.2 

40.9 

33 

Spear/Main 

308,000 

10.1 

67.2 

55 

Post/Kearny 

199,100 

11.9 

16.8 

28 

Pacific  Gateway 

341,000 

15.5 

21.9 

1982 

79 

AVERAGE  ESTIMATED  USE 

15.2 

23.2 

60 

n I  Harry  Ajmani,  Mechanical  Engineer,  Skidmore,  Owings,  and  Merrill, 
telephone  conversation,  June  9,  1982.    Skidmore,  Owings,  and  Merrill  based 
their  peak  energy  demand  calculations  on  California  Administrative  Code, 
Title  24,  California  Climate  Region  3,  which  includes  San  Francisco.  The 
highest  average  monthly  temperature  for  this  region  occurs  during  August.  The 
highest  average  monthly  temperature  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco  occurs 
during  September;  the  difference  is  approximately  one  degree  Farenheit. 

/8/  Jim  Davidson,  Senior  Civil  Engineer,  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric,  telephone 
conversation.  May  21,  1982. 
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H.    CONSTRUCTION  NOISE 

Project  construction  would  occur  in  three  stages:    demolition,  site 
excavation,  and  construction.    Throughout  the  24-month  construction  period, 
trucks  would  initially  haul  away  dirt  and  debris  and  then  bring  in  building 
materials.    Construction  activities  would  temporarily  increase  noise  levels  at 
the  site  by  ten  to  15  dBA  (an  increase  of  three  dBA  is  the  minimum  perceptible 
to  most  people;  see  Figure  G-1,  p.  276  for  examples  of  dBA  levels  of  common 
sounds) . 

The  project  would  be  expected  to  use  a  mat  (cellular)  foundation,  which  would 
not  require  pile  driving.    During  construction,  all  powered  equipment  other 
than  impact  tools  must  comply  with  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance,  which 
limits  noise  emissions  to  80  dBA  at  a  distance  of  100  ft.    Appendix  G,  p.  276, 
provides  a  chart  of  everyday  noise  levels  for  comparison. 

The  Noise  Ordinance  prohibits  construction  work  from  8:00  p.m.  to  7:00  a.m., 
if  noise  from  such  work  exceeds  the  ambient  noise  level  by  five  dBA  at  the 
property  line,  unless  a  special  permit  is  authorized  by  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Public  Works.    During  construction,  many  types  of  equipment  are 
used.    Typical  demolition  and  construction  noise  levels  anticipated  for  the 
project  are  shown  in  Table  16. 


TABLE  16:    TYPICAL  COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL  CONSTRUCTION  NOISE  LEVELS  AT  50  FEET 

Construction  Phas"e  Average  Noise  Lev"eT 

Ground  clearing  84  dBA 

Excavation  89 

Foundations  78 

Erection  85 

Finishing  89 

SOURCE:    Bolt,  Beranek,  and  Newman,  December  31,  1971,  Noise  from  Construction 
Equipment  and  Operations,  Building  Equipment,  and  Home  Appliances, 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  p.  20. 
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The  impact  of  construction  noise  is  primarily  based  on  the  noise  levels 
created  during  construction  and  the  location  and  distance  of  sensitive  noise 
receptors  from  the  project  site.    Because  the  surrounding  area  contains 
residential  hotels,  offices,  and  retail  shops  and  restaurants,  residents  and 
workers  would  be  affected  by  construction  noise.    Figures  2  and  12,  pp.  15  and 
34,  identify  the  buildings  and  land  uses,  respectively,  in  the  vicinity. 
Office  buildings  with  ground  floor  shops  and  restaurants  include  the 
Alexander,  French  Bank,  Central  Realty,  200  Kearny,  Robins,  Marston,  and 
Alto  buildings.    The  Hotel  Stanford,  a  residential  hotel  with  Orsi's 
restaurant  at  ground  level,  adjoins  the  project  on  the  west.    The  Hallidie 
Building  located  south  of  the  project  site  houses  a  bank  and  bank  offices. 
Because  of  their  proximity  to  the  project  site,  occupants  of  these  buildings 
could  be  affected  by  project  construction  noise. 

The  Hallidie  Building,  Stanford  Hotel,  Orsi's  Restaurant,  and  French  Bank,  all 
adjacent  to  the  project  site,  would  include  the  most  sensitive  receptors  of 
construction  noise.    Although  these  buildings  would  be  separated  from  the 
project  site  by  back  or  side  walls,  intermittent  interior  noise  levels  during 
project  construction  would  be  expected  to  reach  88  dBA  (during  excavation  and 
steel  erection).    (This  assumes  that  these  buildings  have  openable  windows.) 
At  this  noise  level  communication  would  be  affected  and  shouting  would  be 
required  at  two  to  three  feet.    Telephone  conversation  would  also  be 
hampered. /I/    In  addition,  daytime  sleepers  in  the  Stanford  Hotel  would  be 
disturbed  intermittently  during  the  12  month  excavation  and  frame  erection 
period. 

Construction  noise  levels  would  reach  70  to  80  dBA  in  the  interior  of  the 
following  other  buildings  on  the  same  block:    Central  Realty,  Robins,  Alto, 
and  Alexander  buildings.    Close  to  the  site,  the  Shasta  Hotel  (a  residential 
hotel),  Sam's  Grill,  San  Francisco  Curb  Exchange  (currently  vacant),  and  the 
Russ  Building  would  be  subjected  to  a  noise  level  of  about  70  dBA  due  to 
project  construction.    Presently,  the  interior  noise  levels  in  buildings 
adjacent  to  the  site  are  estimated  to  be  45  dBA,  with  peak  incidental  noise 
levels  determined  by  interior  activity.    A  building  at  a  distance  of  200  ft. 
from  the  source  of  the  construction  noise  would  have  an  interior  noise  level 
of  about  60  dBA.    Noise  levels  between  60  and  65  dBA  would  interfere  with 
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speech  and  concentration,  distracting  employees  and  others,  and  requiring 
raised  voices  to  communicate.    The  highest  level  of  average  construction  noise 
is  estimated  to  be  89  dBA  (see  Table  16,  p.  133).    At  this  level,  construction 
noise  would  be  audible  up  to  a  distance  of  about  1,100  feet;  beyond  that 
point,  the  noise  level  within  the  interior  of  buildings  would  be  about  45  dBA. 

NOTE  -  Construction  Noise 

/!/  U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  Health  Services  and 
Mental  Health  Administration,  1972,  Occupational  Exposure  to  Noise,  p.  17. 

I.    GEOLOGY,  SEISMOLOGY  AND  HYDROLOGY 
GEOLOGY 

A  geotechnical  report  was  made  for  the  project. /I/    Approximately  50,000  cu. 
yds.  of  material  would  be  removed  during  excavation.    Unstable  artificial  fill 
materials  and  sandy  clays  under  the  existing  on-site  basements  would  be 
removed  to  a  depth  of  about  22  feet  below  San  Francisco  Datum  (which  is  8.6 
feet  above  mean  sea  level);  the  planned  spread-footing  on  mat  foundation  would 
rest  on  underlying  dense  sands. /I/    Such  sands  generally  form  a  sound 
foundation  base  and  are  a  common  foundation  material  for  buildings  in  downtown 
San  Francisco. 

During  site  excavation,  the  removal  of  earth  and  debris  from  the  demolished 
buildings  could  cause  silt  and  sand  to  spill  in  the  streets  along  the  haul 
routes.    This  spillage  could  present  an  inconvenience  and  safety  hazard  for 
pedestrians  and  operators  of  vehicles,  particularly  motorcyclists  and 
bicyclists.    The  dirt  would  also  be  a  source  of  airborne  dust,  and  siltation 
in  storm  drains.    Bush  and  Trinity  streets  would  be  mechanically  swept  during 
excavation  and  demolition  as  required  by  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code. 

Dewatering  of  the  excavation  pit  would  be  necessary.    Dewatering  could  cause 
settlement  in  the  soils  adjacent  to  the  excavation  pit  which,  in  turn,  could 
cause  walls  of  neighboring  old  brick  and  masonry  buildings  which  lack  rigid 
footings  to  crack  or  lean  out  of  plumb,  and  their  floors  to  bend  or  tilt. 
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Settlement  also  might  cause  cracks  or  swales/2/  in  adjacent  streets  and 
sidewalks,  and  could  damage  underground  utility  lines.    Because  of  the 
potentially  high  costs  of  repairs  associated  with  such  damage,  the  Department 
of  Public  Works  generally  requires  that  a  surety  bond  be  posted  before 
issuance  of  an  excavation  permit.    The  construction  contractor  would  be  held 
responsible  for  any  damage  which  might  result  from  dewatering. 

StISMOLOGY 

The  site  is  in  an  area  with  the  potential  for  strong  ground  shaking  during  a 
major  earthquake. /3/    This  might  damage  the  proposed  office  tower,  but  would 
not  be  expected  to  cause  its  collapse.    The  building  would  be  constructed  with 
a  flexible  structural  steel  frame  on  a  spread  footing-type  foundation  or  on 
caissons,  and  would  be  designed  to  meet  the  seismic  standards  of  the 
San  Francisco  Building  Code. 

The  swaying  motions  of  the  building  in  a  major  earthquake,  particularly  one  of 
long  duration,  could  topple  bookcases,  overturn  furniture  or  cause  the  fall  of 
heavy  ceilings,  light  fixtures  and  unattached  objects.    The  upper  floors  of 
the  building  could  sway  up  to  22  in.,  which  could  break  some  windows  and 
dislodge  exterior  granite  panels,  posing  a  potential  hazard  to  pedestrians  and 
vehicular  traffic. 

The  net  effect  of  the  proposed  project  could  be  to  reduce  daytime  seismic 
hazards  at  the  site,  as  the  proposed  building  would  be  constructed  to  meet  the 
specifications  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  (including  emergency  water 
supply  and  pumps)  and  would  replace  existing  pre-code  buildings.    The  risk  of 
injury  due  to  seismic  hazards  at  night  would  be  increased  due  to  the  addition 
of  night  time  residents  to  a  site  where  none  existed  previously. 

If  liquefaction,  lateral  landsliding,  or  rapid  settlement  were  to  occur  in  the 
project  vicinity,  the  project  could  settle,  and  water  mains,  pipes  and 
underground  utility  lines  could  break,  leaving  the  building  without  water, 
power,  or  telephone  communications.    Elevators  could  be  made  inoperable  due  to 
loss  of  power  or  damage  to  the  elevator  system.    Local  streets  could  buckle  or 
crack  due  to  lateral  landsliding  accompanying  liquefaction  or  rapid  settlement. 
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HYDROLOGY 

The  proposed  project,  as  the  existing  structures,  would  occupy  the  entire 
site;  thus,  no  change  in  surface  runoff  from  the  site  would  be  anticipated. 
Dewatering  during  project  construction  would  be  necessary  in  the  excavation 
pit  due  to  the  high  groundwater  table  with  reference  to  the  depth  of  the  pit. 
The  actual  ammount  of  water  to  be  removed  has  not  yet  been  determined.  The 
water  extracted  through  dewatering  would  be  discharged  into  the  storm  drain 
system.    If  this  water  were  directed  into  the  street  gutter,  some  sand  and 
silt  material  would  be  deposited  on  the  street  and  in  the  storm  drains. 
Street  silt  creates  a  minor  safety  hazard  and  inconvenience  for  pedestrians 
and  some  vehicles,  such  as  motorcycles  and  bicycles,  and  provides  a  source  of 
airborne  particulates. 

Temporary  lowering  of  the  groundwater  levels  due  to  dewatering  is  not  expected 
to  have  any  permanent  impact  upon  groundwater  conditions  in  the  area.  The 
project  would  have  no  direct  impact  upon  water  quality. 


NOTES  -  Geology,  Seismology  and  Hydrology 

/!/  Harding-Lawson  Associates,    Geotechnical  Investigation,  38  Story 
Office/Apartment  Building,  333  Bush  St.  San  Francisco,  Calif.    July  16,  1982. 

Ill  A  swale  is  a  slight  depression  in  generally  level  ground. 

/3/  The  San  Francisco  Intensity  scale  is  a  rating  system  of  the  effects  of 
ground  shaking  on  a  scale  of  five  including  weak,  strong,  very  strong, 
violent,  and  very  violent.    URS/John  Blume  and  Associates,  San  Francisco 
Seismic  Safety  Investigation,  (June  1974)  used  this  scale  in  its  seismic 
safety  investigations  (1974)  in  rating  the  estimated  intensity  of  future 
ground  shaking  in  San  Francisco. 


J.    GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 

The  project  would  have  about  521,805  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  and 
10,580  gross  sq.  ft.  of  retail/restaurant  space;  it  would  eliminate  about 
17,700  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  and  about  27,150  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
retail/restaurant  space  from  the  Financial  District.    Thus,  there  would  be  an 
increase  of  about  504,105  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  and  a  decrease  of  about 
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16,650  sq.  ft.  of  retail/restaurant  space  on  the  site.    Employment  at  the  site 
would  increase  by  about  1,995,  from  about  140  to  about  2,135.    The  identities 
of  occupants  of  the  proposed  project  are  not  presently  known,  but  would 
probably  include  tenants  expanding  or  relocating  from  other  San  Francisco 
locations,  tenants  relocating  from  outside  San  Francisco,  and  firms  new  to  the 
Bay  Area.    Therefore,  the  increase  in  employment  at  the  project  site  would  not 
necessarily  represent  employment  that  is  new  to  San  Francisco.    If  the 
building  were  fully  leased  and  the  office  space  provided  by  the  project  did 
not  create  permanent  vacancies  in  other  San  Francisco  office  buildings,  total 
employment  in  San  Francisco  would  eventually  increase  directly  by  about  2,130 
jobs  due  to  the  project.    Approximately  2,390  additional  jobs  would  be 
indirectly  supported  in  San  Francisco  through  the  multiplier  effect  (see 
Section  IV.  D.,  Employment,  Housing,  and  Fiscal  Factors,  p.  86). 

The  growth  in  direct  and  indirect  employment  from  the  project  would  respond  to 
the  demand  for  office  space  in  San  Francisco's  Financial  District.  This 
demand  would  exist  whether  or  not  the  proposed  project  were  built.    The  demand 
for  office  space  continues  the  trend  of  strong  growth  in  service  sector  and 
headquarters  office  activities  and  employment  in  San  Francisco.    The  increases 
in  downtown  office  space  and  employment  would  contribute  in  turn,  to  continued 
growth  of  local  and  regional  markets  for  goods,  services  and  housing.  The 
project  would  add  to  this  growth. 

It  is  expected  that  some  workers  at  the  project  would  desire  to  live  in 
San  Francisco.    The  office  portion  of  the  project  would  generate  a  demand  for 
464  dwelling  units  in  San  Francisco  according  to  the  formula  of  the  Department 
of  City  Planning.    For  a  discussion  of  this  demand  and  housing  affordabil ity, 
please  see  pp.  91-93. 

Any  net  increase  in  employment  downtown  would  increase  the  demand  for  retail 
goods  and  food  services  in  the  area.    By  increasing  office  employment,  the 
project  would  intensify  the  demand  for  retail  goods  and  food  services.  Some 
of  this  demand  would  be  met  by  the  proposed  10,580  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
retail/restaurant  space  on  the  ground  floor  of  the  project.    Some  of  the 
existing  retail  establishments  might  relocate  here  or  they  could  be  replaced 
by  other  establishments  able  to  afford  higher  rents. 
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Increases  in  employment  downtown  would  also  increase  demand  for  business 
services,  to  the  extent  that  the  expanded  space  would  not  be  occupied  by  firms 
providing  those  services.    In  response,  demand  would  increase  for  existing 
space  and  possibly  for  further  new  development. 

The  proposed  provision  of  about  56  condominium  units  in  the  project  could 
generate  a  demand  for  resident-serving  retail  services.    To  the  extent  that 
they  are  not  located  within  the  project,  new  facilities  could  be  induced  to 
locate  nearby.    The  placement  of  residential  units  in  this  location  could  tend 
to  encourage  other  new  developments  in  the  Financial  District  to  include 
housing. 
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V.    MITIGATION  MEASURES  PROPOSED  TO  MINIMIZE  THE  POTENTIAL  IMPACTS  OF  THE 
PROJECT 


In  the  course  of  project  planning  and  design,  measures  have  been  identified 
which  would  reduce  or  eliminate  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the 
proposed  project.    Some  of  these  measures  have  been  adopted  by  the  project 
sponsors,  their  architects  or  contractors,  and  others  have  been  rejected  by 
the  sponsors. 

Each  mitigation  measure  and  its  status  are  discussed  below.  Where  a  measure 
has  been  rejected,  the  reasons  for  this  are  discussed. 

A.  ARCHITECTURAL  AND  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 
MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

1.    Should  evidence  of  significant  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  be  found 
during  project  excavation,  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  and  the 
President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  would  be  notified. 
The  project  sponsor  would  select  an  expert  archaeologist  to  help  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review  determine  the  significance  of  the  find  and 
whether  feasible  measures,  including  appropriate  security  measures,  could 
be  implemented  to  preserve  or  recover  such  artifacts.    The  Environmental 
Review  Officer  would  then  recommend  specific  mitigation  measures,  if 
necessary,  and  recommendations  would  be  sent  to  the  State  Office  of 
Historic  Preservation.    Excavation  or  construction  which  might  damage  the 
discovered  cultural  resources  would  be  suspended  for  a  maximum  of  four 
weeks  to  permit  inspection,  recommendation  and  retrieval,  if  appropriate. 
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2.    The  project  sponsor  would  assure  the  long-term  preservation  of  the 
Hallidle  Building  through  purchase  and  transfer  of  unused  development 
rights  above  that  building;  purchase  of  an  easement  of  light  and  air  for 
99  years  restricting  any  structures  on  the  Hallidie  site  to  the  existing 
seven  story  and  one  story  (behind  the  Hallidie  Building,  between  that 
building  and  the  project)  heights;  and  purchase  of  a  facade  easement  in 
perpetuity. 


B.    URBAN  DESIGN 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

3.  The  project  sponsor  would  provide  public  open  space  areas  (two  publicly 
accessible  plazas),  multiple  building  entrances,  and  side  setbacks  which 
would  enhance  this  pedestrian  environment  in  the  Financial  District, 
facilitate  access  to  the  building  and  reduce  the  cumulative  visual  effect 
of  high-rise  structures  in  the  vicinity. 

4.  Variations  in  the  vertical  building  faces  at  the  corners  of  the  project 
tower,  including  vertical  setbacks  beginning  at  the  Terrace  Level,  would 
reduce  the  apparent  scale  and  bulk  of  the  building.    The  project's 
upper-level  setbacks  and  narrowing  of  the  tower  in  the  residential  portion 
would  also  reduce  the  apparent  size  of  the  building  and  provide  visual 
interest  from  long-range  views.    The  low  building  base  and  configuration 
of  the  tower  would  help  relate  it  to  nearby  older  buildings  and  would 
provide  a  transition  in  height  from  the  high-rise  buildings  of  the  C-3-0 
district  to  the  lower  structures  west  of  the  site. 

5.  The  project  sponsor  would  install  decorative  paving  on  Trinity  St.,  in 
association  with  other  property  owners,  subject  to  approval  of  the 
Department  of  Public  Works. 

6.  The  project  would  include  pedestrian  amenities  along  Trinity  St.  and 
Bush  St.,  in  ground-level  building  areas,  and  on  the  public  plazas  of  the 
Terrace  Level.    These  amenities  would  include:    pedestrian-scale  retail 
uses  fronting  Bush  St.  at  Trinity  St.  and  along  the  full  length  of  the 
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site  on  Trinity  St.;  sidewalk  landscaping;  facilitated  access  to  work, 
shopping,  recreation  spaces  and  transit  facilities  (multiple  building 
entrances  and  transit  proximity);  and  two  publicly  accessible  plazas 
removed  from  the  street  and  developed  for  public  use  with  landscaping, 
night  lighting,  seating  and  wind  protection.    The  plazas  would  also  have 
distinctive  entrance  treatment  to  attract  pedestrians. 


C.    EMPLOYMENT,  HOUSING,  AND  FISCAL  FACTORS 
MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

7.  The  project  sponsor  would  assist  the  existing  on-site  restaurants  and 
retail  tenants  in  relocation.    This  assistance  would  take  the  form  of 
access  to  information  about  available  commercial  space  in  and  around  the 
Financial  District  provided  by  the  project  sponsor's  real  estate  division 

8.  The  project  would  include,  on  site,  about  56-two  bedroom  residential 
condominiums.    Units  would  be  about  1,300  sq.ft.  each.    Project  housing 
would  mitigate,  in  part,  increased  demands  on  the  City's  housing  supply, 
expected  to  be  generated  by  the  project's  office  development. 

MEASURE  NOT  INCLUDED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

9.  According  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning  housing  demand  formula, the 
office  area  of  the  project  would  generate  a  demand  for  464  residential 
units  in  San  Francisco.    Fifty-six  two-bedroom  units  are  proposed  as  part 
of  the  project.     The  City  Planning  Commission  could  require  the  project 
sponsor  to  satisfy  the  remainder  of  the  demand  by  development  of  units 
off-site,  or  by  other  means  such  as  contribution  to  a  non-profit  housing 
development  corporation  or  participation  in  the  Planning  Commission's 
Office  Housing  Production  Program. 
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D.    TRANSPORTATION,  CIRCULATION  AND  PARKING 
MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

10.  The  project  sponsors  would  comply  with  the  provisions  of  Ordinance  224-81 
or  any  other  measures  finally  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for 
funding  of  transit  development  and  improvement  to  meet  the  peak  transit 
demands  caused  by  cumulative  office  development  in  the  Downtown  area. 

11.  The  project  sponsors  would  install  paving,  landscaping  and  structures  on 
Bush  and  Trinity  Sts.  sidewalk  area  (subject  to  review  and  approval  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Works)  so  as  to  minimize  interference  with  pedestrian 
traffic  on  the  two  sidewalks. 

12.  Building  directories  and  visual  aids  indicating  the  location  of  project 
freight  elevators  would  be  placed  in  the  loading  and  service  area  of  the 
building,  consistent  with  off-street  loading  recommendations  contained  in 
Guiding  Downtown  Development. 

13.  The  project  sponsors  and  the  construction  contractor  would  meet  with  the 
Traffic  Engineering  Division  of  the  Bureau  of  Engineering  to  determine 
feasible  traffic  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  during 
construction.    In  addition,  the  project  sponsor  would  coordinate  with 
construction  contractors  for  any  nearby  concurrent  construction,  in  order 
to  minimize  traffic  impacts  due  to  truck  movements,  lane  closure  or  street 
excavation. 

•  14.  During  the  construction  period  the  project  sponsor  and  the  construction 

contractor  would  schedule  project  truck  movement  to  minimize  peak-hour 
traffic  conflicts. 

•  14a.  The  construction  contractor  would  designate  an  off-site 

storage/marshalling  area  at  which  trucks  would  wait  in  order  to  minimize 
the  amount  of  time  trucks  would  have  to  wait  on  Bush  St.    The  project 
sponsor  and  construction  contractor  would  meet  with  the  Traffic 
Engineering  Division  of  the  Bureau  of  Engineering  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Works,  with  Muni  and  with  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  to 
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determine  feasible  traffic  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  traffic 
congestion  during  construction  of  this  project  and  other  projects  nearby 
(including  the  466  Bush  St.  Bldg.  and  the  Russ  Tower  addition). 

A  transportation  broker  would  be  located  in  the  project  management  office 
to  encourage  transit  use  through  the  on-site  sale  of  BART  and  Muni  passes 
and  Golden  Gate  Transit  commute  books  to  employees,  and  to  provide  a 
central  clearinghouse  for  car  pool  and  van  pool  information  in 
cooperation  with  the  RIDES  for  Bay  Area  Commuters  program. 
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16.  The  project  would  include  about  56  parking  spaces  for  the  residential 
portion  of  the  building,  or  42  spaces  more  than  the  residential  parking 
requirement  of  one  space  for  each  four  dwelling  units  in  the  C-3-0 
District  as  prescribed  by  Section  151  of  the  City  Planning  Code.  This 
would  mitigate  the  expected  demand  for  parking  generated  by  the  project's 
residents. 

17.  Upon  project  completion,  and  with  the  help  of  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  the  project  sponsors  would  encourage  tenant  firms  to  implement  a 
flexible  time  ("flex-time")  system  for  employee  working  hours  (flex-time 
is  designed  to  reduce  peaks  of  congestion  in  the  transportation  system). 

18.  Within  a  year  of  receiving  a  certificate  of  occupancy  of  the  project,  the 
project  sponsors  would  conduct  a  survey,  in  accordance  with  methodology 
approved  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  to  assess  actual  trip 
generation  patterns  of  project  occupants  and  actual  pick-up  and  drop-off 
areas  for  carpools  and  vanpools.  The  project  sponsor  would  make  this 
survey  available  to  the  Department. 

19.  The  building  would  have  "eyebolt"  fixtures  suitable  for  suspending  Muni 
trolley  wires  on  Bush  St.  frontage  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Muni  planning  department,  should  Bush  St.  be  proposed  as  a  route 
for  electrified  trolley  cars. 


MEASURES  THAT  COULD  BE  IMPLEMENTED  BY  PUBLIC  AGENCIES 

20.  The  project  sponsor  could  request,  and  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
implement,  designation  of  a  portion  of  the  curb  space  on  the  Bush  St. 
frontage  of  the  project  site  as  a  passenger  loading  zone  (white  curb). 
This  would  reduce  double  parking  during  hours  when  curbside  parking  is 
allowed.    The  project  sponsor  is  considering  this  measure  and  would  make 
such  a  request  If  double  parking  were  to  become  a  problem. 
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21.  For  any  additional  traffic  mitigation  measures  (such  as  lane  striping 
changes,  signal  modification,  channelization,  etc.)  which  are  determined 
to  be  required  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project,  the  project  sponsors 
could  be  required  by  the  City  to  fund  the  costs  of  the  improvements,  as 
deemed  necessary  by  the  appropriate  implementing  City  agency. 

22.  The  overload  that  would  occur  on  Muni  and  Southern  Pacific  due  to 
cumulative  development  in  the  Downtown  area  could  be  mitigated  by 
provision  of  additional  transit  vehicles,  by  headway  changes,  and  possibly 
by  shifts  in  Muni  routes.    Implementation  of  this  mitigation  measure  by 
the  transit  carrier  would  depend  primarily  on  the  availability  of  funds 
and  on  actions  initiated  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
(MTC)  and  Caltrans. 

23.  The  projected  peak-hour  level  of  service  at  the  intersection  of  Beale  and 
Mission  Sts.  would  be  reduced  to  F  under  cumulative  development 
conditions,  including  implementation  of  the  proposed  project.    The  San 
Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  could  partially  mitigate  this  effect 
by  prohibiting  left  turns  from  Mission  St.  onto  Beale  St.  and  by 
restriping  the  Beale  St.  approach  to  the  intersection  from  four  lanes  to 
five  lanes  (and  removing  parking).    The  level  of  service  would  change  from 
F  to  E  during  the  p.m.  peak-hour  (volume  to  capacity  ratio  (v/c)  change 
from  1.60  to  1.00)  for  the  suggested  pattern.    Implementation  of  such  a 
measure  would  be  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
(DPW)  Bureau  of  Traffic  Engineering  and  would  be  considered  when  the 
projected  conditions  develop.    This  measure  may  not  be  desirable  as  the 
traffic  currently  turning  left  would  redistribute  itself,  thus  adding 
travel  on  the  street  system. 

24.  The  critical  approach  to  the  intersection  of  Mission  and  Main  Sts.  is  the 
freeway  off-ramp  which  currently  has  two  lanes  northbound  onto  Main  St. 
and  a  left-turn  lane.    The  volume  of  traffic  projected  to  use  these  lanes, 
including  cumulative  development  would  decrease  the  Level  of  Service  to  F 
as  the  projected  volume  would  exceed  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  freeway 
off-ramp  as  it  is  currently  constructed.    An  additional  left-turn  lane 
would  need  to  be  added  to  increase  the  capacity  of  the  off-ramp.  More 
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green  time  could  be  allocated  to  the  appropriate  phase  of  the  traffic 
signal  by  prohibiting  left-turns  from  eastbound  Mission  St.  onto  Main 
St.    This  measure  would  change  the  level  of  service  from  F  to  D  (v/c 
ratio  change  of  1.32  to  0.94).    Prohibition  of  left  turns  would  be 
entirely  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bureau  of  Traffic  Engineering 
(DPW)  and  would  be  considered  a  possible  solution  at  such  time  as  the 
projected  conditions  develop.    Lane  additions  to  the  off-ramp  would  be 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  CalTrans. 

25.  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  could  coordinate  work  schedules  with 
other  utilities  requiring  trenching,  so  that  street  disruption  would  take 
place  during  weekends  and  off-peak  hours.    This  would  be  done  through  the 
San  Francisco  Committee  for  Utility  Liason  on  Construction  and  Other 
Projects  (CULCOP). 

•  25a.  The  project  sponsor  would  comply  with  any  legal  measures  adopted  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  for  funding  of  transit  development  and  improvement 
to  meet  the  peak  transit  demands  caused  by  cumulative  office  development 
in  the  downtown  area. 

E.    AIR  QUALITY 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

26.  During  excavation,  the  general  contractor  would  sprinkle  unpaved 
demolition  and  construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  a  day,  which 
would  reduce  dust  generation  by  about  50%. 

27.  The  general  contractor  would  maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment 
so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions.    During  construction,  trucks  in 
loading  or  unloading  queues  would  be  kept  with  their  engines  off  when  not 
in  use,  to  reduce  vehicle  emissions. 


28. 


Measures  to  mitigate  traffic  congestion  would  also  reduce  air  pollutant 
emissions  (see  Section  D,  above). 
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F.  ENERGY 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

29.  A  variable  air-volume  ventilation  system,  equipped  with  an  economizer 
cycle  would  be  used  to  reduce  energy  consumption  for  air  conditioning. 

30.  Office  suites  would  be  equipped  with  individual  light  switches,  time  clock 
operation  and  fluorescent  lights  to  conserve  electric  energy. 

31.  Residential  and  office  water  heating  systems  would  be  insulated  to 
minimize  water  waste  and  waste  heat.    In  residential  units,  water  heaters 
would  be  placed  as  close  as  possible  to  the  source  of  use  (sinks,  showers, 
dishwashers)  to  minimize  water  waste  and  waste  heat. 

32.  Residential  units  would  have  individually  metered  electric  service  to 
encourage  energy  conservation. 

33.  The  project  would  provide  containers,  to  be  located  on  a  parking  level, 
available  to  tenants  and  residents  of  the  building  for  collection  and 
storage  of  recyclable  solid  wastes  (such  as  glass,  metal,  computer  cards, 
and  newspaper)  and  the  building  manager  would  contract  for  recycling 
service. 

34.  The  building  would  be  equipped  with  a  trash  compactor  for  use  by 
commercial,  office  and  residential  tenants  to  reduce  the  volume  of  solid 
waste  requiring  storage  and  transport. 

35.  The  residential  floors  of  the  building  would  have  windows  that  could  be 
opened  to  reduce  energy  requirements  for  cooling. 

36.  The  project  would  adhere  to  the  guidelines  of  the  (now  withdrawn)  Federal 
Energy  Building  Temperature  Restrictions  in  the  Operation  of  heating, 
ventilating  and  air  conditioning  (HVAC)  equipment.    The  project  HVAC 
system  would  be  equipped  with  an  economizer  cycle  to  use  outside  air,  as 
feasible,  for  cooling. 
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37.  Whenever  possible,  the  HVAC  system  would  be  designed  to  recycle  waste  heat 
from  lights  and  machinery  to  heat  domestic  water  for  office  and 
residential  use. 

MEASURES  NOT  INCLUDED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

38.  A  solar  collector  system  to  provide  hot  water  for  the  residential  portion 
of  the  structure  was  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor  because  the  architect 
determined  that  there  would  not  be  sufficient  rooftop  space  for  its 
installation  since  the  roof  area  would  provide  resident's  open  space. 

39.  Double-paned  windows  were  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor  because,  while 
less  space  heating  would  be  necessary  in  the  cooler  months  of  the  year, 
the  decreased  heat  loss  from  double  panes  would  increase  air  conditioning 
requirements  during  warm  months,  PG&E's  system-wide  peak  electrical 
periods . 

40.  Windows  that  could  be  opened  on  office  floors  were  rejected  because  they 
would  provide  little  energy  benefit  over  the  planned  environmental  control 
in  the  building  and  could  result  in  inefficient  operation  of  the 
environmental  control  system. 

G.    CONSTRUCTION  NOISE 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

41.  The  project  would  be  designed  in  accordance  with  the  guidelines  contained 
in  the  Environmental  Protection  element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  for  both 
residential  and  office  uses. 

42.  The  project  contractor  would  muffle  and  shield  intakes  and  exhausts, 
shroud  or  shield  impact  tools,  and  use  electric-powered  rather  than 
diesel-powered  construction  equipment  when  possible,  as  determined  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Works. 
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43.  The  general  contractor  would  construct  barriers  around  the  site,  and 
around  stationary  equipment  such  as  compressors  which  would  reduce 
construction  noise  by  as  much  as  5  dBA.    The  general  contractor  would 
locate  stationary  equipment  in  pit  areas  or  excavated  areas  as  these  areas 
would  serve  as  noise  barriers. 

44.  The  contractor  would  locate  noisy  equipment  away  from  the  residential 
Hotel  Stanford,  (with  frontages  on  Bush  and  Kearny  Sts.  and  Hardie  PI.), 
insofar  as  possible. 

H.    LAND  (Geology,  Seismology  and  Hydrology) 
MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

45.  A  detailed  foundation  and  structural  design  study  would  be  conducted  for 
the  building  by  a  Cal ifornia- 1 icensed  structural  engineer  and  a 
California-licensed  geotechnical  consultant.    The  project  sponsors  would 
follow  the  recommendations  of  these  studies  during  the  final  design  and 
construction  of  the  project. 

46.  The  project  sponsors  would  post  a  surety  bond,  if  required  by  the 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  before  issuance  of  a  permit  to 
excavate.    Such  a  bond  would  protect  the  City  against  damages  to 
City-owned  sidewalks,  streets  and  utilities. 

47.  The  project  sponsors  would  require  the  project  contractor  and 
sub-contractors  to  obtain  a  Faithful  Performance  and  Payment  Bond,  if 
proper  financial  capability  is  not  evident,  and  to  be  responsible  for  any 
damage  to  existing  buildings  that  might  result  from  excavation. 

48.  Excavation  pit  walls  would  be  shored  and  protected  from  slumping  or 
lateral  movement  of  soils  into  the  pit.    Shoring  and  sheeting  would  be 
done  by  using  soldier  beams  for  this  purpose. 
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49.  The  level  of  the  water  table  and  potential  settlement  and  subsidence  would 
be  monitored  by  the  general  contractor.    The  City  could  require  a  lateral 
and  settlement  survey  to  monitor  any  movement  or  settlement  of  surrounding 
buildings  and  adjacent  streets  during  the  dewatering.    Control  lines  and 
benchmarks  would  be  established  for  monitoring  horizontal  and  vertical 
movement. 

50.  If,  in  the  judgment  of  City  engineers,  unacceptable  subsidence  were  to 
occur  during  construction,  groundwater  recharge  would  be  used  to  halt  the 
settlement. 

51.  Groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  would  be  retained  in  a  holding  tank  to 
allow  suspended  particles  to  settle,  if  this  is  found  necessary  by  the 
Industrial  Waste  Division  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  to  prevent 
sediment  from  entering  the  storm  drain/sewer  lines. 

52.  The  contractor  would  confine  construction  equipment  maintenance  and 
refueling  activities  to  locations  where  petroleum  spillage  would  be 
contained,  and  would  construct  wet  and  dry  catchment  basins  on  site  to 
trap  silt  and  debris  for  later  transportation  to  dumps.    The  contractor 
would  flush  contaminants  to  catchment  basins  and  would  monitor  debris  and 
water  quality  of  material  discharged  into  City  sewers. 


I.    PUBLIC  SERVICES 

53.  To  reduce  the  demand  on  police  protection  services,  the  project  would 
incorporate  internal  security  measures  which  could  include  such  features 
as  a  24-hour  staffed  guard  station  in  the  lobby  area,  internal  security 
personnel,  well-lit  entries,  alarm  systems,  and  call-telephones  for  the 
residential  portion  of  the  building. 
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J.  HAZARDS 

54.  An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  by  the 
project  sponsor  or  building  management  staff,  in  consultation  with  the 
Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency  Services,  to  insure  coordination  between  the 
City's  emergency  planning  activities  and  the  project's  plan  and  to  provide 
for  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency.    The  project's  plan 
would  be  reviewed  by  the  Office  of  Emergency  Services  and  implemented  by 
building  management  before  issuance  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  of 
final  building  occupancy  permits. 
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VI.  SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED  IF  THE  PROPOSED 
PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED 


ARCHITECTURAL  AND  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

The  project  would  require  demolition  of  the  Financial  Center  Garage,  rated  "B" 
in  the  Heritage  Survey  and  "0"  in  the  1976  Department  of  City  Planning 
Architectural  Survey.    This  building  conforms  to  the  criteria  for  inclusion  in 
the  list  of  architecturally  and/or  historically  significant  buildings 
established  by  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  8600,  although  it  was 
omitted  from  the  published  list  by  error.    The  project  is  adjacent  to  (behind) 
a  group  of  buildings  along  the  north  side  of  Sutter  St.  between  Kearny  and 
Montgomery  Sts.,  recognized  as  an  architecturally  and  historically  important 
group  of  retail  buildings,  described  by  Heritage  as  "one  of  the  finest  and 
most  important  short  stretches  of  architecture  in  downtown  San  Francisco." 
The  project  would  contrast,  in  size  and  scale,  to  these  retail  buildings, 
although  it  would  be  similar  in  height  to  newer  buildings  in  the  Financial 
District.    The  project,  through  purchase  and  transfer  of  development  rights,  a 
99  year  light  and  air  easment,  and  a  facade  easement  in  perpetuity,  would 
result  in  the  long-term  preservation  of  the  Hallidie  Building  in  the  Sutter 
St.  group. 

EMPLOYMENT,  HOUSING  AND  FISCAL  FACTORS 

Housing.    According  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning  housing  formula  the 
project  would  generate  a  demand  for  464  units  of  housing  in  San  Francisco. 
According  to  the  methodology  described  on  Table  D-2,  p.  246,  the  project  would 
generate  a  demand  for  290  units  on  the  Peninsula,  480  units  in  the  East  Bay, 
and  190  in  the  North  Bay.    The  56  two-bedroom  condominiums  proposed  provide 
about  12%  of  the  estimated  demand  (464  units)  in  San  Francisco  and  would 
generate  112  housing  credits  according  to  the  OHPP.    Based  on  assumptions  made 
(see  "Housing  Af fordabil ity"  section,  pp.  91-93,  for  complete  discussion  of 
these  assumptions),  including  household  size,  and  income,  most  project 
•    employees  would  not  be  able  to  purchase  the  proposed  condominiums. 
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TRANSPORTATION.  CIRCULATION  AND  PARKING 

Parking/Travel  Demand.    The  project  would  generate  about  6,650  person  trip 
ends  per  weekday,  and  about  1,370  person  trip  ends  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 
The  project  would  generate  a  demand  for  490  long-term  parking  spaces  per  day, 
and  would  require  about  40  short-term  parking  spaces.    The  project  would 
provide  100  on-site  spaces,  of  which  about  56  would  be  allocated  to  the 
residential  uses.    The  project  would  eliminate  a  parking  garage  of  about 
360  spaces.    Compared  to  the  present,  where  available  on-site  parking  parking 
exceeds  site-generated  demand,  the  proposed  project  would  require  530  spaces 
hourly,  displace  360  spaces,  and  provide  about  100.  The  total,  combined  net 
parking  deficit  would  be  790  spaces.    The  project  would  eliminate  the  current 
trip  generation  to  and  from  the  garage.    Based  on  this  trade-off,  the  project 
would  result  in  minimal  impact  on  the  adjacent  street  system.    Traffic  from 
cumulative  development  in  the  vicinity  would  cause  traffic  conditions  to 
worsen  in  the  downtown  area.    The  project  would  represent  3.1  percent  of  the 
total  cumulative  demand  of  15,600  long-term  spaces  projected  for  1987.  This 
does  not  include  any  parking  displaced  or  added  by  cumulative  development  or 
the  project. 

BART  and  Muni.    The  project  would  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  on  BART  and 
Muni  and  other  transit  carriers  by  increasing  the  number  of  office  workers 
downtown  and  causing  a  loss  of  360  parking  spaces  by  the  removal  of  the 
Financial  Center  garage.    Increased  transit  ridership  from  the  project  would 
represent  2.8%  of  the  cumulative  development  demand  to  1987.  Increased 
ridership  resulting  from  cumulative  development  would  create  a  need  for 
increased  subsidy  by  monies  from  the  City's  General  Fund. 

Pedestrians .    Increases  in  pedestrian  flows  during  both  the  noon  hour  and  p.m. 
peak  hour  from  cumulative  development  including  the  project  would  cause  the 
level  of  operation  on  the  Montgomery  St.  sidewalk  to  worsen  from  impeded  to 
constrained  conditions.    Addition  of  the  project  pedestrian  traffic  would 
change  the  level  of  operation  on  the  Bush  St.  sidewalk  during  the  p.m.  peak 
hour  from  unimpeded  to  impeded  conditions. 
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The  project  sponsor  has  considered,  and  is  considering,  a  number  of 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  project. 

1-A.    NO  PROJECT 

This  alternative  would  entail  no  change  to  the  site;  uses  would  remain  the 
same  as  at  present.    Conditions  associated  with  this  alternative  would 
generally  remain  as  discussed  in  the  Environmental  Setting  section  of  this 
report  (pp.  31-59).    All  buildings  on  the  site  would  be  preserved  under  this 
alternative.    Because  existing  buildings  on  the  site  were  built  prior  to 
currently  applicable  seismic,  safety  and  energy  standards,  they  could  continue 
to  pose  greater  life  safety  hazards  to  employees  and  other  occupants  under 
certain  conditions,  such  as  earthquakes,  than  the  proposed  project,  and  energy 
consumption  per  sq.  ft.  of  building  area  would  likely  be  higher  than  with  the 
project. 

In  1987,  traffic,  transit,  noise  and  air  quality  conditions  (described  in 
Section  IV  of  this  report)  would  be  the  same  as  projected  base  conditions  with 
cumulative  development,  without  the  project.    Operational  noise  would  be 
virtually  identical  (within  1%)  to  that  produced  by  the  project.    There  would 
be  no  change  in  the  demand  from  the  site  for  community  services.  The 
businesses  now  operating  on  the  site  would  not  have  to  relocate.  Long-term 
protection  of  the  Hallidie  Building  through  facade  easement,  light  and  air 
easement,  and  transfer  of  development  rights  would  not  occur  under  this 
alternative. 

This  alternative  would  preserve  options  for  future  development  of  the  site,  at 
an  unknown  density.    The  alternative  has  been  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor 
because  it  would  not  provide  additional  office  space  and  residential  units  to 
respond  to  existing  demand  in  San  Francisco  and  because  it  would  be  an 
economic  underuse  of  the  site. 
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This  alternative  could  result  in  the  development  of  a  high-rise  building 
comparable  to  the  project  at  another  location.    See  Alternatives  1-B  and  1-C, 
below. 

1-B.    SAME  PROJECT  AT  A  DIFFERENT  LOCATION 

An  alternative  which  would  develop  the  same  project  in  a  different  location 
was  considered  and  rejected  by  the  project  sponsors;  a  specific  alternative 
site  was  not  identified.    The  location  could  be  elsewhere  in  San  Francisco's 
Financial  District,  or  in  another  Bay  Area  location.    Under  such  an 
alternative,  the  general  impacts  attributable  to  the  project  and  described  in 
Section  IV,  pp.  60-139  of  this  report,  would  occur  at  the  alternative 
location.    Development  of  a  similar  project  elsewhere  in  San  Francisco  would 
be  limited  to  the  C-3-0  district  and  would,  generally,  result  in  specific 
impacts  as  described  for  the  project.    There  would  be  no  commitment  to 
long-term  preservation  of  the  Hallidie  Building.    Traffic  impacts  described 
for  the  project  would  occur  at  the  alternative  location  depending  on  site 
conditions  and  existing  uses,  except  that  a  360-space  parking  garage  would  not 
be  displaced.    If  this  alternative  were  selected,  environmental  analyses  would 
be  necessary  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  the  project  on  the  particular  setting 
involved.    In  general,  gross  employment  created,  gross  housing  demand,  fiscal 
impacts,  energy  consumption,  construction  noise  created,  and  growth  inducement 
would  likely  remain  the  same  as  described  for  the  project.    There  would  be  no 
commitment  to  long-term  preservation  of  the  Hallidie  Building.    The  project 
sponsor  has  rejected  an  alternative  location  in  San  Francisco  because  of 
existing  interest  in  the  proposed  site,  and  because  the  proposed  site  is  a 
prime  location  for  retail,  office,  and  housing  space  in  the  City. 

Development  at  a  location  outside  of  San  Francisco  would  probably  involve  an 
office  building  without  on-site  housing.    The  impacts  of  such  a  project  would 
largely  depend  upon  the  location  and  cannot  now  be  accurately  determined;  this 
alternative  would  require  appropriate  environmental  evaluation  of  a  particular 
proposal.    Development  of  the  project  at  a  different  location  has  been 
rejected  by  the  project  sponsor  because  of  the  firm's  association  with  the 
City  of  San  Francisco,  existing  interest  in  the  site  and  the  sponsor's 
conviction  that  the  project  site  is  a  prime  location  for  small-scale  retail, 
office  space,  and  housing  in  the  City. 
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1-C.    POSTPONEMENT  OF  SITE  DEVELOPMENT 

Postponement  of  site  development  would  not  preclude  development  of  the  project 
elsewhere,  with  associated  impacts.    For  the  site  and  vicinity,  postponement 
of  the  project  would  result  in  postponing  the  impacts  identified  in 
Section  IV,  pp.  60-139  of  this  report.    The  project's  incremental  contribution 
to  cumulative  effects  would  also  be  postponed.    Lengthy  postponement  at  this 
site  could  result  in  a  different  type  of  future  development  of  the  site.  A 
single  project  on  the  assembled  lots  might  not  be  possible;  the  result  could 
be  piecemeal  development  if  portions  of  the  site  were  sold  and  developed. 
Development  at  a  greater  scale  and/or  density  might  be  proposed.    Economics  of 
incremental,  smaller  developments  might  make  provision  of  on-site  or  off-site 
housing  infeasible.    There  would  be  no  commitment  to  long-term  preservation  of 
the  Hallidie  Building.    Postponement  would  probably  result  in  a  different  mix 
of  uses  and  design  concept,  and  different  responses  to  possible  new  or  altered 
statutes  and/or  regulations  governing  development. 

Postponement  of  development  at  this  location  has  been  rejected  by  the  project 
sponsor  because  it  would  result  in  loss  of  substantial  investment  in  site 
acquisition,  financing  and  management  of  the  property,  and  design,  engineering 
and  environmental  fees,  and  would  be  an  economic  underuse  of  the  site. 

2.    PRE-INTERIM  CONTROLS  -  OFFICE  USE  ONLY 

This  alternative  would  be  a  building  constructed  in  accordance  with  the 
Pre-Interim  Controls,  using  maximum  allowable  bonuses  applied  to  office  use, 
and  transfer  of  development  rights  from  the  Hallidie  Building  for  development 
of  the  maximum  amount  of  office  space.    Office  space  only  would  be  provided 
under  this  alternative.    The  allowable  basic  FAR  (13.1:1)  plus  the  transfer  of 
development  rights  from  the  Hallidie  Building  (119,000  sq.  ft.)  would  permit 
532,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space.    Assuming  about  111,000  sq.  ft.  of 
bonus  area,  up  to  643,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  could  be  provided. 
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VII.    Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project 


The  design  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  the  project,  with  a 
one-story  base  and  a  tower  up  to  the  500  ft.  height  limit  (see  Figure  28, 
p.  157).    Average  floor  sizes  would  be  greater  than  for  the  project  with 
diminished  side  setbacks  in  order  to  achieve  the  maximum  allowable  floor  area 
within  the  height  limit.    Any  housing  impact  determined  to  result  from  this 
alternative,  and  the  requirement  to  build  housing,  would  be  met  off-site. 

Projected  employment,  housing  demand,  and  amount  of  revenue  generated  for  the 
City's  General  Fund  would  increase  in  proportion  to  the  increase  in  office 
space  with  this  alternative.    The  alternative,  because  it  would  allow 
development  of  a  building  as  large  as  or  larger  than  the  proposed  project, 
would  have  physical  impacts  greater  than  described  in  the  Environmental  Impact 
section  of  this  report.    The  increase  in  office  space  would  proportionally 
increase  parking  demand.    Air  quality  and  traffic  impacts  would  increase 
because  traffic  generated  by  the  project  would  increase  slightly.  Energy 
consumption  would  also  increase,  with  the  peaking  characteristics  of  a 
single-use  structure,  in  contrast  to  the  different  peak  demand  of  residential 
and  office  uses  combined  in  the  same  building  proposed  with  the  project.  The 
impact  on  construction  noise;  geology,  seimology,  and  hydrology;  growth 
inducement;  and  urban  design,  including  sunlight  and  shadow,  visual  impact, 
and  wind,  would  be  similar  to  the  impacts  described  for  the  project  in 
Section  IV  but  would  be  expected  to  be  greater  due  to  the  larger  floor  areas, 
reduced  setbacks,  and  generally  larger  building  size. 

The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  of  the  desire  to 
build  office  and  residential  space  in  the  Downtown  area  in  a  mixed-use 
building.    A  larger  building  could  result  in  greater  impacts  than  the  project 
as  proposed.    Further,  at  the  present  time  this  alternative  may  not  be 
approved  by  the  Planning  Commission  as  the  current  Interim  Controls,  which 
provide  that  bonus  space  may  only  be  applied  to  housing,  have  replaced 
previous  guidelines;  thus  the  alternative  is  not  presently  available  to  the 
sponsor. 
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VII.    Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project 
3.    INTERIM  CONTROLS  WITH  136  HOUSING  UNITS  ON  SITE 


This  alternative  would  be  a  mixed-use  project  developed  under  the  Interim 
Controls  for  office  and  residential  uses  that  would  provide  136  residential 
units  on  site.    This  alternative  would  include  about  285,382  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
office  space  (project  would  be  521,805  gross  sq.  ft.),  39,150  sq.  ft.  of 
retail  space  (project  would  be  10,580  sq.  ft.),  and  207,500  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
housing  (project  would  be  101,661  sq.  ft.),  for  a  total  area  of 
532,000  sq.  ft,  compared  with  634,046  sq.  ft.  for  the  project.    The  office 
uses  would  generate  a  demand  for  about  254  dwelling  units. /I/  This 
alternative  would  have  17  residential  floors,  each  with  eight  two-bedroom 
units,  for  a  total  of  136  units;  according  to  OHPP  272  housing  credits  could 
result.    The  design  would  be  similar  to  that  of  the  proposed  project  except 
that  setbacks  for  the  residential  floors  would  begin  at  floor  21  of  the  tower, 
instead  of  floor  32  with  the  project,  resulting  in  a  building  divided 
approximately  in  half,  with  the  upper  portion  narrower  than  the  lower. 
Building  height  would  be  about  500  ft.,  the  same  as  for  the  project,  (see 
Figure  28,  p.  157,  Alternative  3.) 

This  alternative  would  contain  about  45%  less  office  space  and  more  than  two 
times  as  many  housing  units  as  the  proposed  project.    Retail  space  would  be 
increased  by  about  four  times.    Impacts  on  urban  design,  construction  noise, 
geology,  seismology,  and  hydrology  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  project. 
This  alternative  would  generate  about  55%  of  the  employment  to  be  provided  by 
the  project's  office  space  and,  consequently,  about  55%  of  the  housing 
demand.    Revenues  to  the  City's  General  Fund  would  be  decreased  with  this 
alternative  because  of  the  revenue  lost  from  primary  and  secondary  effects  of 
site  employment.    Demand  for  on-site  parking  would  probably  be  greater  than 
for  the  project  due  to  the  larger  number  of  residential  units.    Assuming  one 
parking  space  for  every  four  units  as  required  by  the  Planning  Code,  34  spaces 
would  be  required  for  the  residents;  however,  demand  from  buyers  could  result 
in  one  parking  space  per  unit,  in  which  case  the  effects  of  the  alternative 
would  be  greater  than  with  the  project.    Peak  traffic  impact  would  probably  be 
similar  to  the  project  since  access  and  egress  from  the  building  for  office 
and  residential  uses  would  coincide  during  the  peak  hour.    Energy  use  would  be 
increased  and  peaking  patterns  would  be  altered  due  to  the  higher  proportion 
of  residential  space.    Residential  open  space  requirements  would  also  be 

159 


P-i  Cm 

W  W 

o  o 

O  i/l 

m  o 

<H  rH 

rH 

CO 

•H 

4J 

^  C 

V  <u 

o  o 

^-4  t/] 

O  1-1 

o  o 

o  o 

rH  *—i 

c 

t-l  ^^ 

QJ  OJ 

^  Ci. 

o 

o  cx 

o 

*-i 

fO 

^  CO 

CO 

rH  3 

in 

4) 

«-> 

4J  U 

4-1 

0 

C  -H 

0 

Qt 

<u 

4-* 

*j 

U 

•o 

B  (0 

4J 

0)  J= 

o 

w 

(0 

y)  o 

H 

41 

(0  (V 

01 

is 

PC 

n  £ 

X 

c 

E 
a 
_o 

0 

> 

Q 
c 

o 
c 

0  O  <D 
>  Q  > 

■♦-> 

CO    O)  CO 

c  c  c 

0      U  0 

±r  "5  ±r 
<  O  < 


160 


VII.    Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project 

greater;  requirements  for  the  units  on  the  21st  floor  would  be  met  by  private 
terraces.    Approximately  6,100  sq.  ft.  of  common  open  space  would  be  required 
for  the  remaining  128  units  under  Section  135  of  the  Planning  Code. 
Approximately  4,000  sq.  ft.  of  this  could  be  met  by  a  rooftop  plaza.  The 
remaining  2,100  sq.  ft.  could  be  met  by  a  common  residential  plaza  on  the 
terrace  level.    This  alternative  would  satisfy  less  of  the  current  high  demand 
for  Financial  District  office  space,  resulting  in  more  pressure  to  build 
comparable  office  space  elsewhere.    General  growth- inducing  effects,  such  as 
continued  construction  of  office  space  and  housing  in  the  area,  would  be 
similar  to  those  of  the  project. 

4.  PROJECT  CONFORMING  TO  GUIDING  DOWNTOWN  DEVELOPMENT  GUIDELINES 

Linder  this  alternative  the  site  would  be  developed  with  a  building  conforming 
to  the  guidelines  and  recommendations  of  Guiding  Downtown  Development  (GDD) 
(Department  of  City  Planning,  May  1981).    GDD  contains  a  series  of  regulatory 
proposals  for  managing  development  in  downtown  San  Francisco,  regarding  size, 
design  use  and  location  of  major  buildings  and  proposes  changes  in  City 
Planning  Code  regulations  for  the  C-3  Planning  Code  Use  Districts.  Proposed 
revisions  pertain  to  housing,  transportation,  open  space,  and  historic 
preservation.    Table  4,  p.  65,  compares  existing  development  controls 
contained  in  the  City  Planing  Code  to  the  proposed  changes  in  those 
requirements  contained  in  GDD. 

Under  the  GDD  preservation  policy,  the  project  sponsor  would  retain  the 
B-rated  Financial  Center  Garage  at  355  Bush  St.  and  transfer  development 
rights  (3:1  bonus)  from  it  to  the  remainder  of  the  site.    Lot  28,  at  the  west 
end  of  the  site,  would  remain  as  at  present  (one-story  building  in  commercial 
use)  and  would  not  be  used  for  development  because  it  would  be  isolated  from 
the  remainder  of  the  site  by  the  retained  qarage.    The  garage  building  was 
considered  for  rehabilitation  for  office  use  and  was  found  by  the  architect  to 
be  unsuited  to  this  use  due  to  inadequate  floor-to-ceiling  heights  and  other 
structural  constra ints ./2/    On  the  remainder  of  the  property  (Lots  21,  22,  23 
and  26),  a  400  ft.  high  building  with  a  gross  floor  area  of  347,400  sq.  ft. 
would  be  built,  a  total  of  about  286,600  gross  sq .  ft.  less  than  the  proposed 
project.    All  uses  in  this  alternative  would  be  office  and  commercial. 
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It  would  have  an  office  FAR  of  12:1,  plus  transfer  from  the  preserved 
structure  up  to  an  FAR  of  3:1,  plus  retail  bonus  of  0.5:1  for  a  total  FAR  of 
15.5:1. 

Under  this  alternative  the  ground-floor  plan  would  be  different  than  for  the 
proposed  project,  but  would  probably  also  contain  similar  retail  uses,  lobby 
area  and  ramps  into  subsurface  parking  and  service  areas.    There  would  be 
27  floors  of  office  space  and  one  mechanical  level,  totaling  28  stories 
compared  with  the  project's  38  stories.    This  alternative  would  comply  with 
the  provisions  for  transfer  of  bulk  from  the  upper  to  lower  stories  of  the 
structure  by  sculptured  upper-level  setbacks  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed 
project.    To  reduce  the  appearance  of  bulk  of  the  upper  portions  of  buildings, 
GDD  would  require  that  the  average  floor  area  above  the  midpoint  of  the 
building  height  be  2/15  less  than  the  average  floor  area  below  the  midpoint. 
This  alternative  would  meet  this  criteria.    This  alternative  would  provide  the 
maximum  amount  of  commercial  space  permitted  in  GDD  and  would  equal  the 
maximum  permitted  height  of  400  ft.  in  the  proposed  Height  District. 

The  GDD  guidelines  specify  that  housing  be  provided  at  the  rate  of  640  sq.  ft. 
of  housing  per  1,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space.    Using  the  formula, 
approximately  222,340  gross  sq.  ft.  of  residential  space  would  be  required; 
this  would  represent  a  FAR  of  about  9:1.    This  amount  of  residential  space 
could  not  be  accommodated  on  the  site  if  maximum  office  space  were  developed 
under  the  FAR  and  height  limitations  recommended  in  GDD.    The  required 
residential  space  would  be  developed  on  site  only  if  office  space  were 
reduced.    The  project  sponsor's  objective  would  be  to  build  the  maximum  office 
space  in  this  location  and  locate  the  required  housing  and  open  space 
off-site.    This  alternative  would  result  in  a  building  with  about  70%  of  the 
gross  office/commercial  area  of  the  project  and  without  any  on-site  housing 
(see  Figure  29,  p.  160,  Alternative  4). 

This  alternative  would  incorporate  art  work  into  the  public  entrance  areas  of 
the  building  according  to  the  requirement  in  GDD  specifying  that  investment  in 
art  be  equal  to  at  least  1%  of  total  construction  costs.    The  proposed 
recreation  and  open  space  requirement  of  GDD  for  office  development  (1  sq.  ft. 
for  each  250  sq.  ft.  of  gross  floor  area)  would  be  met  on  Terrace  Level  and 
rooftop  plazas. 
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The  13,900  sq.  ft.  of  recreation  and  open  space  required  for  housing  under  the 
proposed  GDD  would  have  to  be  provided  off-site  at  another  location  in  a  C-3 
district.    The  five  loading  spaces  that  would  be  required  under  GDD  would  be 
provided  in  a  subsurface  service  level. 

The  decreased  size  of  the  building  would  result  in  less  employment,  less 
revenue  to  the  City,  and  no  provision  of  housing  in  the  Financial  District. 
Impacts  of  this  alternative  on  transportation,  air  quality,  energy 
consumption,  and  construction  noise  would  be  less  than  for  the  project.  The 
effect  of  this  alternative  on  views  and  shadows  would  be  less  than  that  of  the 
proposed  project  because  of  the  reduced  height.    Wind  effects  in  the  vicinity 
would  be  less  than  with  the  project,  as  the  building  would  be  lower  and  would 
maintain  a  terrace  level  plaza.    Since  the  B-rated  garage  would  be  preserved 
and  its  development  rights  transferred  according  to  the  GDD  formula,  the 
project  sponsor  would  not  need  floor  area  available  through  long-term 
protection  of  the  Hallidie  Building,  part  of  the  proposed  project.  As 
described  in  Section  II  Project  Description,  of  this  report,  the  project 
sponsor  proposes  to  contribute  directly  to  the  long-term  preservation  of  the 
Hallidie  Building  through  transfer  and  utilization  of  its  unused  development 
rights,  and  dedication  of  light  and  air,  and  facade  easements. 

The  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  it  would  not  allow  as  great 
an  opportunity  as  would  the  proposed  project  for  development  allowable  under 
the  Planning  Code.    It  would  also  preclude  integrated  development  on  lot  28, 
which  the  developer  has  purchased  for  that  purpose.    The  Foundation  for  San 
Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage  (Heritage)  has  stated  it  would  not  oppose 
demolition  of  the  Financial  Center  Garage  under  the  condition  that  the 
Hallidie  Building  be  preserved,  in  perpetuity,  through  the  acquisition  and  use 
of  the  unused  development  rights  in  the  proposed  project  or  on  another 
site./3/    The  project  sponsor  considers  his  contribution  to  the  preservation 
of  the  Hallidie  Building  more  important  than  preservation  of  the  B-rated 
Financial  Center  Garage. 
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5-A.    TRANSPORTATION  ALTERNATIVE 

The  existing  parking  facilities  on  the  site  are  housed  in  the  Financial  Center 
Garage  on  Lot  20,  built  in  1925,  and  the  Garage  Annex  on  Lot  21,  built  at  a 
later  date.    Together  they  contain  360  parking  spaces.    Of  these,  150  are 
reserved  on  a  monthly  basis  and  are  assumed  to  be  long-term  spaces;  210 
unreserved  spaces  are  available  for  daily,  short-term  or  long-term  use. 

There  would  be  two  means  of  retaining  360  parking  spaces  on  site.    One  would 
be  to  retain  both  the  B-rated  and  the  Annex  buildings.    This  has  been  rejected 
by  the  project  sponsor  for  reasons  discussed  above;  in  addition,  retention  of 
both  structures  would  make  integrated,  full  use  of  the  site  infeasible  from  a 
design  and  engineeiring  perspective  and  in  terms  of  financial  return. 

The  other  means  of  retaining  360  parking  spaces  on  the  site  would  be  to 
increase  the  depth  of  subsurface  excavation  and  number  of  subsurface  levels  in 
the  project.    Costs  for  additional  subsurface  levels  would  be  relatively  high 
and  would  increase  dramatically  for  each  additonal  basement  level.    Return  on 
this  investment  would  not  be  economical  under  the  pricing  structure  associated 
with  parking.    In  addition,  the  depth  of  excavation  required  could  increase 
both  the  amount  of  dewatering  necessary,  and  the  potential  for  lateral 
settlement.    Both  of  these  could  affect  the  stability  of  adjacent  structures 
and  increase  the  possibility  of  structural  damage. /4/ 

In  most  respects,  the  impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  of 
•  the  project,  except  for  transportation,  circulation  and  parking  impacts.  This 
alternative  would  include  56  condominiums.    The  existing  parking  supply  would 
be  maintained.    The  proportion  of  the  spaces  available  for  short-term  parking 
could  be  increased  over  present  use  depending  on  the  mix  of  tenant,  long-term 
and  short-term  parking  chosen.    It  is  likely  that  this  alternative  would 
provide  all  the  short-term  parking  demand  of  the  project  on  site.  Pedestrian 
conflicts  on  sidewalks  would  be  similar  to  existing  conditions.    Local  traffic 
conditions  would  be  worse  than  those  attributable  to  the  proposed  project 
because,  in  addition  to  the  people  with  destinations  in  the  office,  commercial 
or  residential  portions  of  the  project  (which  would  remain  unchanged  compared 
to  the  project)  there  would  be  approximately  three  times  as  many  automobiles 
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with  destination  on  the  site  (in  the  garage)  as  with  the  project. 
Construction  time  could  be  substantially  greater  than  for  the  project  due  to 
the  extensive  excavation  required. 

5-B.    GROUND-LEVEL  PARKING 

This  alternative  would  be  similar  to  Alternative  5-A,  with  the  exception  of 
retail  uses,  which  would  be  replaced  by  parking;  one  subsurface  level  would 
•  also  be  eliminated.    Residential  units  would  be  the  same  as  with  the  project. 
If  parking  were  substituted  for  retail  uses,  pedestrian  traffic  to  and  from 
these  uses  would  be  eliminated,  although  vehicular  traffic  to  the  site  would 
be  three  times  greater  than  with  the  project.    Pedestrian  conflicts  on  the 
sidewalks  would  be  similar  to  present  conditions.    In  addition,  displacement 
of  all  but  a  small  portion  of  the  ground  floor  retail  space  would  occur. 
Because  less  excavation  would  be  necessary  with  this  alternative  than  with  the 
project,  or  Alternative  5-A,  less  dewatering  would  be  necessary  and  potential 
for  lateral  movement,  which  could  damage  adjacent  buildings,  would  be  reduced. 

5-C.    RESIDENTIAL  PARKING 

This  alternative  would  be  identical  to  the  project,  except  that  one  level  of 
subsurface  parking  would  be  eliminated.    The  remaining  parking  level  could 
contain  either  14  parking  spaces  (one  for  every  four  dwelling  units, 
conforming  to  the  Planning  Code  minimum)  or  56  parking  spaces  (one  for  each 
dwelling  unit).    The  Code  requires  one  space  per  four  units;  it  would  allow 
one  parking  space  per  unit,  since  it  allows  up  to  7%  of  the  building's  gross 
area  as  parking.    Providing  one  space  for  each  four  units  was  rejected  by  the 
project  sponsor  as  it  would  be  difficult  to  sell  housing  downtown  with  less 
than  one  space  per  unit. 

Impacts  associated  with  the  single-level  garage  alternative  would  be  identical 
to  those  of  the  project,  except  for  traffic.    There  would  be  fewer  vehicles 
entering  and  exiting  the  garage  and  corresponding  traffic  impacts  would  be 
slightly  less.    The  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  it  would  not 
provide  any  short-term  parking  demanded  by  the  projects'  retail  and  service 
uses.    Although  this  alternative  would  comply  with  the  1977  Amendments  to  the 
Transportation  Element  of  the  Master  Plan,  recent  City  policy  has  been  to 
encourage  short-term  parking  associated  with  major  developments. 
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6.    GROUND  LEVEL  PLAZA 

This  alternative  calls  for  a  mixed-use  building  developed  under  the  Interim 
Controls  with  similar  office  and  residential  square  footages,  but  with  a 
different  building  footprint  and  tower  setbacks  compared  with  the  project.  A 
ground  level  plaza  would  replace  the  30  foot  high  ground  floor  built  out  to 
the  property  lines  on  Trinity  and  Bush  Sts.  proposed  with  the  project.  This 
alternative  would  have  631,983  gross  sq.  ft.,  compared  to  634,046  sq.  ft.  for 
the  project.    It  would  consist  of  30  office  floors,  seven  residential  floors, 
and  a  ground  level  with  lobby  and  5,180  gross  sq.  ft.  of  retail  (compared  with 
10,580  sq.  ft.  for  the  project).    The  office  area  would  be  524,400  gross 
sq.  ft.  (compared  with  521,805  sq.  ft.  for  the  project),  and  the  residential 
area  would  be  99,598  gross  sq.  ft.  (compared  with  101,661  sq.  ft.  for  the 
project).    This  alternative  would  have  a  total  of  38  floors,  the  same  number 
as  the  project.    Each  residential  floor  would  have  eight  two-bedroom  units, 
for  a  total  of  56  units,  as  would  the  project.    These  could  qualify  for  112 
credits  under  the  Office  Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP).    Because  this 
building  would  contain  more  office  space  and  less  retail  space  than  would  the 
project,  473  housing  credits  would  be  required  under  OHPP,  compared  with  464 
with  the  project. 

The  design  of  the  tower  for  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  the  proposed 
project  tower;  however,  the  base  would  not  extend  beyond  the  footprint  of  the 
tower.    The  tower  would  have  a  ground  level  plaza  on  its  east  and  west  sides 
rather  than  the  extended  base  or  podium  proposed  for  the  project.  Setbacks 
for  the  residential  floors  would  begin  at  floor  31,  similar  to  the  project. 
Residential  open  space  would  be  provided  on  the  roof  of  the  building  and  on 
the  31st  floor  setback.    Building  height  would  be  about  500  ft.,  as  would  the 
height  of  the  project. 

Impacts  on  construction  noise,  geology,  seismology,  hydrology,  architectural 
and  cultural  resources,  energy,  and  air  quality  would  be  similar  to  those  of 
the  project.    Elimination  of  the  30  ft.  high  base  would  reduce  some  shadows  on 
Bush  St.;  street  level  wind  impacts  would  be  increased.    This  alternative 
would  not  maintain  continuous  building  frontages  along  Trinity  and  Bush  Sts. 
Accessibility  of  the  plaza  areas  would  be  more  direct  than  for  the  project 
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which  proposes  plazas  over  the  ground  floor  on  a  second  level  accessible  by 
stairs  from  Bush  St.    Any  increase  in  economic  and  transportation  impacts  due 
to  the  increase  in  office  space  would  be  offset  by  the  reduction  in  retail 
space  compared  with  the  proposed  project. 

This  alternative  is  under  consideration  by  the  project  sponsor. 
NOTES  -  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project 

/I/  Housing  area  for  the  alternative  incorporating  all  housing  requirements 
on-site  was  calculated  based  on  the  OHPP  formula;  one  employee  per  250  sq.  ft. 
of  office  space  times  40%  of  the  project  workers  living  in  San  Francisco, 
divided  by  1.8  workers  per  unit. 

121  Letter  communication  and  report  to  Randall  S.  Rossi,  Ph.D.  from 

Mr.  Robert  Towle,  Skidmore,  Owings  and  Merrill,  December  9,  1981.    In  addition 

to  low  ceiling  heights,  the  report  described  the  following  structural 

constraints  in  the  garage;  split  level  floors  that  would  not  allow  sufficient 

floor  area  for  office  development  on  any  one  level,  awkward  elevator  access 

and  circulation,  and  ceiling  design  that  would  not  allow  for  the  required 

ductwork. 

/3/  Letter  communication,  dated  March  25,  1982,  from  H.  Grant  Dehart, 
Executive  Director  of  Heritage,  to  Peter  Clark  and  Gary  Mason,  Campeau, 
stating:  "The  Board  of  Directors  reviewed  the  recommendations  of  the  PPC 
(Preservation  Policy  Committee)  at  its  March  18  meeting  and  has  agreed  not  to 
object  to  the  demolition  of  the  Financial  Center  Garage  at  355  Bush  (rated  "B" 
in  Splendid  Survivors)  under  the  condition  that  the  Hallidie  Building  at 
130-150  Sutter  Street  will  be  preserved,  in  perpetuity,  through  the 
acquisition  and  use  of  the  Hallidie  properties  unused  development  potential  in 
your  proposed  development,  or  on  another  site." 

/4/  Brad  Steen,  Engineering  Geologist,  Harding-Lawson  Associates,  telephone 
conversation  with  Richard  Grassetti,  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc., 
August  26,  1982. 
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A.  INTRODUCTION 


VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


This  section  contains  summaries  of  the  public  comments  received  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  prepared  for  the  proposed  333  Bush  Street 
Building,  and  responses  to  those  comments. 

All  substantive  spoken  comments  made  at  a  public  hearing  before  the  City 
Planning  Commission,  October  14,  1982,  and  all  written  comments  received 
during  the  public  review  period  from  September  10,  1982  through 
October  25,  1982,  have  been  reviewed  and  are  presented  herein  by  direct 
quotation,  edited  for  repetition  and  nonsubstantive  material  only. 

Comments  and  responses  are  grouped  by  subject  matter  and  have  generally  been 
arranged  by  topics  corresponding  to  the  Table  of  Contents  in  the  Draft  EIR. 
Each  group  of  comments  is  followed  by  its  set  of  responses;  the  order  of  the 
responses  under  each  topic  follows  the  order  of  comments  under  that  topic.  As 
the  subject  matter  of  a  topic  may  overlap  that  of  other  topics,  the  reader 
must  occasionally  refer  to  more  than  one  group  of  Comments  and  Responses  to 
review  all  information  on  a  given  topic.    Where  this  occurs,  cross-references 
are  provided. 

Some  comments  do  not  pertain  to  physical  environmental  issues  but  are  answered 
to  provide  additional  information  for  use  by  decisionmakers. 

These  comments  and  responses  are  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR  as  a  new 
chapter.    Text  changes  resulting  from  comments  and  responses  are  also 
incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR,  as  indicated  in  the  responses. 
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LIST  OF  PERSONS  COMMENTING 

Kay  Pachtner,  San  Francisco  Consumer  Action 

Toby  Rosenblatt,  President,  City  Planning  Commission 

Yoshio  Nakashima,  Vice  President,  City  Planning  Commission 

Sue  Bierman,  Member,  City  Planning  Commission 

Norman  Karasick,  Member,  City  Planning  Commission 

Richard  Sklar,  Member,  City  Planning  Commission 

Sue  C.  Hestor,  Attorney-at-Law 

Darnall  W.  Reynolds,  Caltrans  District  04 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth 
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C.    SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


INITIAL  STUDY 
COMMENTS 

Kay  Pachtner:    "206,  under  'Hazards,'  [12  c],  .  .  .  'Possible  interference 
with  an  emergency  response  plan  or  emergency  evacuation  plan?'    And  it  says 
'no.'    Well,  I  guess  that  is  probably  the  truth,  because  there  isn't  one,  as 
was  explained  by  the  people  on  the  Federal  level.    There  isn't  one.  .  .  . 
Again  I  submit  that  it  ought  to  exist,  we  ouaht  to  know  what  it  is,  and  we 
ought  to  know  what  this  developer  is  going  to  do  to  pay  his  share  of  those 
costs." 

"Paqe  200,  under  'Utilities  and  Public  Services,'  in  the  section  where  it 
discusses  yeses,  no,  maybe,  and  describes,  says,  all  the  way  down  under  'a,' 
'Have  an  effect  upon,  or  result  in  a  need  for  new  or  altered,  governmental 
services  in  any  of  the  following,'  and  it  is  'no'  all  the  way  down  there  -- 
fire,  police,  parks  and  recreation,  public  facilities  --  all  that  stuff.  Is 
there  a  possibility  that  we  could  have  some  extended  discussion  on  why  those 
answers  are  all  'no'?    If  it  is  'no,'  then  it's  got  to  be  proved  that  it's 
'no.'    It  doesn't  seem  like  it's  'no'  to  me." 

"On  Page  213,  Item  5  under  'E',  'Is  there  a  serious  public  controversy 
concerning  the  possible  environmental  effect  of  the  project?'    And  it  again 
says  'no.'    I  myself  believe  that  I  am  raising  serious  questions  that  are 
possibly,  although  they  should  not  be,  controversial.    I  do  believe  that  the 
development  and  speed  of  development  of  San  Francisco  is  a  serious  controversy 
and  that  that  should  be  either  justified  somehow  or  changed  to  a  'yes.'" 

Sue  Hestor:    "I  submitted  comments  on  the  Draft  Initial  Study  last  year. 
Please  tell  me  how  you  think  my  comments  have  been  answered,  noting  that  I 
incorporated  generic  comments  which  had  been  provided  to  OER  staff  contesting 
such  things  as  dropping  entire  categories  from  analysis." 
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An  Initial  Study  for  this  project  was  published  March  5,  1982  along  with 
notice  that  an  EIR  was  determined  to  be  required.    The  deadline  for  appeal  of 
this  document  was  March  15,  1982.    This  Initial  Study  has  been  final  since 
March  1982,  and  no  changes  can  be  made  at  this  time.    The  purpose  of  the 
initial  study  was  to  identify  areas  of  potential  environmental  concern  for 
further  Study  in  the  EIR.    If  such  concerns  are  appropriately  mitigated  as 
parts  of  the  proposed  project,  they  are  not  included  in  the  EIR.    Hazards  and 
Community  Service  issues  would  be  mitigated  or  were  deemed  not  to  have 
significant  potential  for  environmental  impact.    All  comments  on  the  Initial 
Study  were  considered  in  preparation  of  the  EIR  and  a  decision  made  as  to 
those  items  deemed  potentially  significant  and  necessary  for  inclusion  in  the 
EIR. 

Regarding  Hazards,  p.  151  and  p.  356  of  the  EIR  describe  the  development  of  an 
evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  as  a  mitigation  measure  to  be 
undertaken  by  the  project  sponsor  in  coordination  with  the  City. 

Regarding  Utilities  and  Public  Services,  the  'no'  answers  are  based  on 
consultation  with  the  relevant  City  agency  or  supplier  of  service  as  described 
in  text  and  footnotes  on  pp.  345-348  of  the  EIR  (Initial  Study). 

Regarding  Item  E.5.,  Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance,  these  five  questions 
are  directed  to  determine  whether  or  not  an  EIR  is  required  for  a  project. 
Item  5  relates  to  "serious  public  controversy  concerning  the  possible 
environmental  effects  of  the  project"  as  applicable  to  potential  physical, 
rather  than  social  and/or  economic  effects. 

SUMMARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

Secondary  Employment 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman:  "On  Page  4  it  talks  about  2,390  secondary  jobs  in  other 
sectors  of  the  Bay  Area  economy.    I  didn't  remember  that  being  in  other 
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EIR's.    I  don't  know  where  we  are  getting  that  ....    If  we  are  going  to 
talk  about  secondary  jobs,  it  needs  to  be  more  specific;  then  we  would  really 
need  to  be  talking,  I  think,  about  the  housing  in  the  Bay  Area,  the 
transportation  effects  in  other  parts  of  the  Bay  Area." 

RESPONSE 

A  discussion  of  secondary  employment  effects  of  office  projects  has  appeared 
in  several  recent  EIRs.    See,  for  example,  Bank  of  Canton  of  California 
Headquarters  Final  EIR,  EE  80.296,  Certified  July  15,  1982,  p.  85r  466  Bush 
Street  Final  EIR,  EE  81.175,  Certified  August  26,  1982,  p.  37;  Washington  and 
Montgomery  Final  EIR,  EE  81.104E,  Certified  January  28,  1982,  p.  71;  and 
135  Main  Street  EIR,  81.61E,  Certified  March  25,  1982,  and  recertified 
November  30,  1982,  p.  71 . 

As  stated  in  footnote  /2/  on  p.  100  of  the  EIR,  "Projections  [of  secondary 
employment]  are  based  on  the  Bay  Area  Input-Output  Model  from  the  Cooperative 
Extension  Service,  University  of  California,  Berkeley,  San  Francisco  Bay  Area 
Input-Output  Model  1967-1974,  July  1978."    A  footnote  "/2/"  referring  to  that 
footnote  information,  is  added  after  the  last  sentence  on  p.  86. 

No  model  is  known  to  the  EIR  authors  that  would  allow  the  quantification  of 
cumulative  housing  demand  resulting  from  the  secondary  employment  growth  due 
to  cumulative  office  development.    Project-specific  secondary  employment 
estimates  are  based  on  an  input-output  model  of  the  regional  economy.  This 
model  is  not  applicable  to  a  projection  of  regional  office  employment  growth, 
because  many  of  the  secondary  jobs  that  would  be  induced  by  a  specific  project 
might  be  contained  in  another  office  project  already  included  in  the 
cumulative  employment  projection.    While  the  input-output  secondary  employment 
projection  technique  is  based  on  a  model  of  the  regional  economy,  the  model 
does  not  have  the  capacity  to  project  the  locations  of  the  secondary  jobs 
within  the  region,  or  to  project  the  residential  distribution  of  secondary  job 

holders.    Transportation  impacts  and  secondary  employment  growth,  similarly, 
cannot  be  reliably  estimated. 
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COMMENT 

Office  Floor  Size 

Commissioner  Rosenblatt:    "Page  16  -  What  is  size  of  typical  office  floor  -- 
gross  and  net?" 

RESPONSE 

The  typical  office  floor  gross  square  footage  would  be  17,300  sq.  ft.  (after 
deduction  of  the  residential  elevator  core).    The  method  of  determining  the 
gross  office  floor  area  is  described  on  p.  18,  footnote  HI .    The  average 
office  floor  net  area  would  be  approximately  15,500  sq.  ft.,  depending  on  wall 
placement,  interior  fixtures,  and  other  factors. 

The  following  sentence  has  been  added  following  the  second  sentence  in  the 
last  paragraph  on  p.  18:    "The  typical  office  floor  would  have  a  gross  area  of 
17,300  sq.  ft.  and  a  net  area  of  about  15,500  sq.  ft." 

Return  on  Investment 

COMMENTS 

Kay  Pachtner:    "Page  12  under  'Objectives.'    There  is  a  statement  that  the 
sponsor's  objectives  are  to,  and  I  quote,  'realize  an  adequate  return  on  its 
investment.'    Now,  I  realize  that's  an  obvious  objective.    But  what  I'd  like 
is  a  full  explanation  about  that.    Does  that  mean  5.5  percent,  as  I  get  in  my 
passbook  savings?    Does  that  mean  35  percent,  as  I  am  sure  most  developers  are 
accustomed  to?    Or  is  it  65  percent,  as  a  good  deal  of  our  developers  are 
accustomed  to?.    So  I  would  like  to  know  exactly  what  that  means,  since  the 
City  has  a  hand  in  allowing  it  to  happen." 
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Sue  Hestor:  "What  is  an  adequate  rate  of  return?  How  do  we  tell  whether 
additional  mitigation  is  feasible  economical ly  without  that  information?" 

Kay  Pachtner:    "Then  the  very  last,  'Measure  Not  Included  As  Part  of  the 
Project.'    Not  included.    Then  it  quotes  you  all,  that  464  residential  units 
actually  are  what  are  required  on  account  of  the  new  employees,  because  they 
did  exlain  how  many  new  employees  would  be  in  town,  not  what  they  would  make, 
but  how  many  of  them  would  result  [from]  this  project.    Because  that  is  on  the 
plus  side.    So  they  are  not  going  to  do  any  of  the  other  things  they  say.  And 
I  have  to  ask  that  an  explanation  be  given  about  why  there  are  going  to  be  no 
further  mitigations.    And  I  think  it  probably  refers  back  to  those  original 
objectives  that  have  to  do  with  return  on  investment.    And,  once  again,  I 
think  we  have  a  right  to  know  what  those  figures  are.    Is  it  going  to  break 
the  back  of  this  developer  to  provide,  as  is  required  by  the  OHPP,  464 
residential  units  in  San  Francisco,  or  is  it  not?    And  if  it  is,  what  are  the 
figures?    How  deep  into  his  profits  or  return  on  investment  are  we  going  to 
cut  if  we  ask  for  464  residential  units  for  the  new  employees  that  are 
measured  to  come  into  town?" 

RESPONSE 

What  a  developer  may  consider  an  adequate  rate  of  return  may  vary  over  time  in 
a  fluctuating  market  with  varying  degrees  of  risk.    The  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  does  not  require  that  a  project  sponsor  define  the 
objective  in  specific  economic  terms  so  as  to  disclose  proprietary  information. 

Bonuses 

COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "Please  explain  justification  for  each  and  every  one  of  bonuses 
listed  on  page  17.    Why  are  they  justified  environmentally  when  the  project's 

adverse  impacts  would  be  minimized  if  they  were  not  allowed?    Is  the  Terrace 
Level,  accessible  to  public  only  during  business  hours,  one  of  those  proposed 
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bonuses?    Why  should  credit  be  given  for  that?    Since  this  is  a  PUD  with 
residences  there  is  an  open  space  requirement  under  the  code.    Are  you  also 
anticipating  a  BONUS  for  that  requirement?" 

"Please  justify  how  these  bonuses  meet  conditional  use  standards?" 

Commissioner  Karasick:    "The  113,000  square  feet  of  bonus  space  is  to  be 

applied  to  housing.    On  page  2  it  says  that  the  project  would  qualify  for 

113,000  square  feet  of  bonus  space  to  be  applied  to  housing.  On  Page  17,  the 
113,000  square  feet  is  for  multiple  building  entrances,  rapid  transit 

proximity,  plaza  west,  plaza  east  --  are  those  applicable  to  housing?  .  .  . 
It's  not  113,000  square  feet  of  housing?" 

RESPONSE 

Section  126  of  the  Planning  Code  identifies  ten  types  of  bonuses  which  may  be 
used  under  the  Interim  Controls  to  be  applied  as  additional  floor  area  for 
on-site  housing  only.    The  Planning  Code  does  not  require  that  bonus  square 
footage  be  "environmentally  justified."    Table  2,  page  17  in  the  EIR,  lists 
the  four  types  of  bonus  proposed  for  use  by  the  project.    The  plazas,  which 
would  be  at  the  terrace  level  in  the  project  as  described,  or  at  street  level 
in  Alternative  6  as  described,  are  included  in  the  bonuses  as  shown  in 
Table  2.    The  open  space  required  for  the  residential  area  of  the  project  by 
Section  135  of  the  Planning  Code  does  not  qualify  for  any  bonus  consideration 
and  is  not  included  under  Requested  Bonus  Space  in  Table  2. 

Under  interim  controls,  the  113,532  sq.  ft.  of  bonus  space  allowable  to  the 
developer  based  on  his  provision  of  multiple  building  entrances,  rapid  transit 
proximity,  and  plazas  may  only  be  applied  to  the  construction  of  housing  and 
hotels.    The  developer  has  proposed  to  use  101,661  sq.  ft.  of  this  bonus  space 
for  housing.    The  remaining  11,871  sq.  ft.  of  bonus  space  would  not  be  used. 
A  footnote  /6/  reference  has  been  added  following  "REQUESTED  BONUS  SPACE"  on 
Table  2,  p.  17.    Footnote  /6/  has  been  added  to  the  Notes  section  of  p.  18  as 
follows: 
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/6/  Bonus  space  may  only  be  used  for  housing.    The  project  proposes  to  use 
101,661  sq.  ft.  of  this  space  for  housing.    The  remaining  11,871  sq.  ft.  of 
bonus  space  would  not  be  used." 

The  Interim  Controls  require  that  the  City  Planning  Commission  review  the  use 
of  bonus  floor  area  for  application  to  the  Floor  Area  Ratio  of  the  proposed 
residential  use  on  the  site  under  the  provisions  of  Section  303  of  the  City 
Planning  Code  which  pertains  to  Conditional  Uses.    The  City  Planning 
Commission  would  evaluate  the  project  in  relation  to  the  criteria  set  forth  in 
Section  303(c)  to  determine  whether  to  grant  or  disapprove  Conditional  Use 
author itization .    The  EIR  is  an  information  document  to  be  used  by  the  members 
of  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  reaching  a  determination,  but  the  EIR 
cannot  make  a  determination,  itself.    The  EIR  is  a  neutral  document,  and  thus 
may  not  'justify  these  bonuses'  as  requested  by  the  commenter. 

Urban  Design 

COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "Page  25  -  what  is  a  prominent  visual  relationship  to  Bush  and 
Montgomery?    Dominating  the  intersection?    Ugliness  in  contrast  to  generally 
pleasing  architecture  at  that  important  intersection?    Please  explain." 

RESPONSE 

A  'prominent  visual  relationship'  to  Bush  and  Montgomery  Sts.  means  that  the 
project  would  appear  prominent  in  association  with  the  architecture  of  this 
intersection.    This  relationship  would  be  based  upon  the  building's  size  and 
purpose  -  both  of  which  are  intended  to  identify  with  the  large-scale 
financial  character  of  the  buildings  at  that  intersection,  and  in  the 
Financial  District  in  general.    Although  the  project  would  be  of  similar  size 
and  scale  to  surrounding  highrises,  its  architecture  would  differ  from  the 
older  structures,  such  as  the  California-Pacific  and  Russ  Buildings. 
'Ugliness'  is  a  subjective  term  and  is  therefore  not  used  in  the  EIR.  The 
project  may  appear  more  or  less  visually  pleasing  to  different  observers. 
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ARCHITECTURAL  AND  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 


HalUdle  Building  Preservation 
COMMENTS 

Commissioner  Rosenblatt:    "P.  61.    (and  later  where  same  point  is  discussed  in 
several  places)  Please  explain  the  difference  between  the  transfer  of  unused 
development  rights  from  Hallidie  Bldg.  and  the  light  and  air  easement  and  what 
the  differing  effect  of  each  would  be.    Please  also  explain  what  impact  these 
provisions  would  have  versus  simple  landmarking  of  [the]  Hallidie  Bldg.  (which 
I  believe  is  being  reviewed  now  by  [the]  Landmarks  Board)." 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "There  isn't  enough  discussion  in  here  about  the 
Hallidie  Building,  about  its  status  as  to  whether  it  is  endangered,  whether  it 
is  a  landmark,  if  it  is  intended  to  be  looked  at  by  the  Landmarks  Board.  The 
same  holds  true  of  that  whole  street.    Is  the  Landmarks  Board  considering  it 
as  a  special  historic  street?    It  is  talked  about,  but  not  clearly  enough.  In 
fact,  I  did  not  know  whether  it  has  been  made  a  landmark.    I  have  since  heard 
it  may  not  be.    But  it  is  so  hard  to  believe  that  I  think  we  better  have  a 
1 ittle  discussion. 

Commissioner  Karasick:    I  don't  know  what  Heritage's  position  is  in  having  a 
'facade  easement  in  perpetuity'  .  .  .  and  a  99-year  restriction  on  any 
structures.    But  they  have  made  so  many  statements  about  facade  easement,  that 
just  the  idea  of  'facade  easement  in  perpetuity'  --  that  is  a  long  time.  .  .  . 
it  does  seem  a  peculiar  requirement,  even  a  peculiar  statement." 

Sue  Hestor:    "Please  justify  any  need  for  tdr  [transfer  of  development  rights] 
for  Hallidie  Building?    Would  not  even  this  Planning  Commission  find  it 
impossible  under  CEQA  to  approve  the  demolition  of  that  building?    Is  it 
really  threatened  -  perhaps  by  our  weak  landmarks  law?    If  it  is  not,  why 
should  the  adverse  environmental  impacts  be  increased  by  allowing  additional 
F.A.R.  on  this  project?    Please  explain  environmental  benefit  flowing  from 
that  approach." 
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The  transfer  of  permitted  but  unused  gross  floor  area  (development  rights) 
from  one  site  to  another  adjacent  site  is  permitted  by  Section  127  of  the 
Planning  Code.    This  transfer  contains  no  limitations  on  the  height  or  bulk 
that  may  be  developed  on  the  site  using  the  remaining  floor  area,  other  than 
those  provided  in  the  Planning  Code.    Transfer  of  permitted  gross  floor  area, 
or  development  rights,  from  a  site  would  not  prevent  replacement  of  an 
existing  building  on  the  same  site  by  a  taller,  yet  narrower  building 
containing  the  same  floor  area  as  the  structure  existing  on  a  site  at  the  time 
of  transfer.    Therefore,  a  simple  transfer  of  unused  development  rights  would 
not  protect  the  Hallidie  Building,  or  views  over  the  Hallidie  Building  from 
adjacent  buildings.    However,  the  incentive  to  build  a  new  building  on  a  site 
from  which  remaining  development  potential  had  been  transferred  could  be 
reduced  by  the  transfer. 

The  project  sponsor's  light  and  air  easement  limits  the  height  of  any 
structure  on  the  Hallidie  Building  site  to  one  no  taller  than  the  existing 
building  (7  stories).    This  type  of  easement  is  intended  to  further  decrease 
the  attractiveness  of  the  site  for  new  development  and  protects  views  of  and 
from  nearby  higher  structures.    It  does  not,  alone  or  in  combination  with  a 
transfer  of  permitted  gross  floor  area,  preclude  construction  of  a  building  of 
dimensions  similar  to  the  existing  structure  (Hallidie  Building)  on  the  site; 
nor  does  it  place  any  express  limitation  on  the  floor  area  of  such  a  new 
structure. 

The  Hallidie  Building  is  designated  City  Landmark  No.  37.    In  addition, 
formation  of  an  Historic  District  on  Sutter  St.  between  Montgomery  and  Kearny 
Sts.  is  currently  being  considered  by  the  Landmarks  Board.    Official  landmark 
designation  requires  that  any  exterior  alterations  proposed  for  the  Hallidie 
Building  be  reviewed  by  the  Landmarks  Board.    Any  requests  for  demolition 
permits  for  Landmark  structures  may  be  held  for  consideration  for  up  to  six 
months  by  the  Planning  Commission,  and  for  an  additional  six  months  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors.    Thus,  while  Landmark  status  makes  alteration  or 
demolition  of  the  Hallidie  Building  legally  more  difficult  than  if  it  were  not 
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so  designated,  it  does  not  preclude  demolition  of  the  structure  or  place  any 
limitations  on  what  may  be  constructed  on  the  site.    Similarly,  CEQA  does  not 
preclude  demolition  of  the  Hallidie  Building. 

The  facade  easement  would  preclude  any  actions  which  would  alter  the  facade  of 
the  Hallidie  Building.    In  combination  with  the  transfer  of  development 
rights,  the  light  and  air  easement,  and  the  landmark  designation,  the  exterior 
of  the  structure  would  be  effectively  preserved  for  the  duration  of  the 
easements  (99  years  for  the  light  and  air  easements  and  in  perpetuity  for  the 
facade  easement).    Therefore,  this  would  not  be  a  case  of  'facadism',  the  name 
given  to  building  new  structures  behind  preserved  facades.  Interior 
modifications,  and  modifications  to  the  sides  and  back  of  the  building 
permitted  by  the  Landmarks  review  process  could  still  be  allowed.  No 
proposals  that  would  endanger  the  Hallidie  Building  are  presently  known. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  61  of  the  EIR  has  been 
revised  to  read  as  follows: 

"The  project,  in  conjunction  with  the  landmark  status  of  the  Hallidie 
Building,  would  result  in  the  long-term  preservation  of  the  adjacent 
Hallidie  Building  through  1)  the  project  sponsor's  purchase  and  transfer 
of  unused  but  permitted  gross  floor  area  (development  rights)  above  the 
building,  limiting  the  allowable  floor  area  on  the  Hallidie  site  to  that 
of  the  existing  structure;  2)  an  easement  of  light  and  air  for  99  years, 
restricting  any  structure  on  the  Hallidie  site  to  the  existing  seven-story 
and  one-story  (behind  the  Hallidie  Building  between  that  building  and  the 
project)  heights;  and  3)  purchase  of  a  facade  easement  in  perpetuity, 
restricting  alterations  on  the  facade  of  the  building." 

The  following  phrase  has  been  inserted  between  "Hallidie  Building,"  and  "rated 
'A'":    "a  designated  City  Landmark,"  in  the  last  full  sentence  on  p.  31. 

The  following  sentence  has  been  added  following  the  first  sentence  of  the  last 
paragraph  on  p.  31:    "The  Landmarks  Board  is  currently  drafting  a 
recommendation  to  designate  the  Sutter  St.  frontage  of  Assessor's  Block  288  as 
a  Historic  District  in  accordance  with  Section  1004  of  the  City  Planning  Code." 
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Transfer  of  Development  Rights  from  Historic  Structure 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Karasick:    "On  Page  2,  first  paragraph,  there  is  a  statement  that 
talks  about  the  sponsor  contributing  to  the  preservation  of  the  adjacent 
Hallidie  Building.  ...    I  would  just  have  an  objection  to  the  term 
'contribute,'  then,  since  they  are  gaining  119,000  square  feet.  .  .  the  fact 
that  the  sponsor  will  contribute  to  the  preservation.    I  think  that  is  maybe 
the  wrong  word.  .  .  " 

"I  would  like  to  ask  the  Director  or  Mr.  Passmore:    The  transfer  of 
development  rights  from  a  landmark  is  in  the  Interim  controls,  follows  the 
interim  controls  and  is  okay  to  do  under  the  interim  controls?" 

RESPONSE 

The  final  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  on  page  2  has  been  deleted  and 
replaced  with  the  following  sentence:    "In  return  for  a  transfer  of 
development  rights  from  the  adjacent  Hallidie  Building,  a  City  Landmark,  the 
sponsor  would  assist  In  the  preservation  of  that  structure." 

Transfer  of  permitted  but  unused  gross  floor  area  (development  rights)  from 
any  site  in  the  C-3  District  to  an  adjacent  site  Is  allowed  under  Section  127 
of  the  City  Planning  Code;  this  Code  section  was  not  changed  by  Ordinance  No. 
240-80  (Interim  Controls). 

Financial  Center  Garage 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Sklar:    "The  building  that  they  propose  to  demolish  has  been 
landmarked  by  the  Heritage  Society." 
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San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth:    "Construction  of  the  proposed  project 
will  result  in  demolition  of  the  Financial  Center  Garage.    Apart  from  the 
impact  on  the  parking  problem  (discussed  infra),  this  will  result  in  the  loss 
of  an  architectural  and  cultural  resource. 

"The  Financial  Center  Garage  has  been  rated  'B'  by  the  Foundation  for  San 
Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage  Survey.    The  City  Landmarks  Board's 
policies  do  not  distinguish  between  A  and  B  rated  buildings  and  an  A  rating 
indicates  the  following: 

'[T]hese  buildings  are  the  most  important  buildings  in  downtown  San 
Francisco.    All  'A'  group  buildings  are  eligible  for  the  National  Register 
and  are  of  the  highest  priority  for  City  Landmark  status.' 

"Conformance  with  Guiding  Downtown  Development  (GDD)  policies  would  result  in 
preservation  of  the  Financial  Center  Garage.    This  option  is  rejected  even 
though  'impacts  of  this  alternative  upon  urban  design,  air  quality,  energy 
consumption  and  construction  noise  would  be  less  than  those  of  the  project.' 
(Draft  EIR,  p.  10)." 

Comnissioner  Bierman:    "On  Page  31,  the  fact  [is  mentioned]  that  there  has 
been  an  error  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  list  of  1980  regarding  this 
Financial  Center  Garage.    It  seems  to  me  that  that  error  should  have  been 
noted  in  the  summary.    It  is  noted  often  later,  but  the  correction  ought  to  be 
made  at  the  beginning  in  case  someone  just  reads  the  summary." 

RESPONSE 

Granting  of  landmark  status  to  historic  structures  is  only  possible  through 
recommendations  of  the  City  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board,  approved  by 
the  Planning  Commission  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors.    The  Foundation  for  the 
Preservation  of  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage  has  rated  the  Financial 
Center  Garage  "B",  of  "major"  architectural  importance  and  a  second  priority 
for  City  Landmark  status.    The  City  Landmarks  Board  is  not  currently 
considering  the  Financial  Center  Garage  for  City  landmark  designation. 
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The  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  does  not  distinguish  between  "A"  and 
"B"  rated  buildings  for  the  purpose  of  preservation  as  noted  on  p.  362  of  the 
EIR.    A  discussion  of  the  "B"  rated  Financial  Center  Garage  is  presented  on  p. 
60  of  the  EIR.    The  commenter  defines  the  "A"  rating,  Highest  Importance.  As 
noted  on  p.  361,  the  "B"  rating,  Major  Importance,  indicates  the  following 
according  to  Heritage:    "This  group  includes  buildings  which  are  of  individual 
importance  by  virtue  of  architectural,  historical,  and  environmental 
criteria.    "B"  group  buildings  are  eligible  for  the  National  Register  (of 
Historic  Places)  and  are  of  secondary  priority  for  City  Landmark  status  ..." 
A  complete  description  of  the  architectural  ratings  is  given  in  Appendix  B,  p. 
360-362.    Although  the  Landmarks  Board  preservation  policies  apply  equally  to 
"A"  and  "B"  rated  structures,  "A"  rated  structures  are  considered  by  Heritage 
to  have  a  higher  priority  for  preservation  than  "B"-rated  buildings. 

The  GDD  alternative  was  rejected  by  the  sponsor  because  it  would  underutilize 
the  site  by  providing  only  70%  of  the  office  space  provided  in  the  project  as 
proposed  and  no  on-site  housing.    The  impacts  would  be  about  30  to  40%  less 
than  those  of  the  project  as  noted  because  the  total  floor  area  of  the 
alternative  would  be  about  80%  smaller  than  the  project. 

The  following  paragraph  has  been  added  following  the  last  full  paragraph  on 
p.  2  of  the  Summary: 

"The  project  would  result  in  the  demolition  of  the  Financial  Center  Garage, 
rated  B  in  the  Heritage  Survey,  and  0  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  1976 
Architectural  Survey,  and  would  contrast  in  scale  and  design  with  the  group  of 
retail  buildings  on  the  north  side  of  Sutter  St.,  between  Kearny  and 
Montgomery  Sts.    The  Financial  Center  Garage  meets  the  criteria  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning 's  1980  List  of  Architecturally  and/or  Historically 
Significant  Buildings  in  the  Downtown.    It  was  erroneously  omitted  from  this 
list,  and  351  Bush,  the  Financial  Center  Garage  Annex,  was  erroneously 
included  in  its  place." 

A  discussion  of  the  architectural  and  cultural  impacts  associated  with  the 
demolition  of  the  Financial  Center  Garage  is  provided  on  p.  60,  paragraph  2, 
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of  the  EIR.    Heritage  Foundation's  position  regarding  the  proposed  demolition 
and  mitigation  measures  proposed  by  the  project  sponsor  is  included  in  the 
first  full  paragraph  on  p.  61. 

California-Pacific  and  Alexander  Buildings 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "I  think  there  ought  to  be  discussion  about  their 
[101  Montgomery  developers]  retaining  the  two  historic  buildings,  one  on 
either  corner.    It  is  necessary  to  tell  a  history  of  the  Planning  Department's 
efforts  in  this  whole  block,  because  that  will  help  us,  I  think,  to  come  to 
some  conclusions  as, to  whether  this  project  is  on  the  right  track." 

RESPONSE 

The  following  paragraph,  has  been  added  to  the  end  of  the  Architectural  and 
Historic  Resources  Setting  section,  on  p.  33: 

"Clearing  of  the  101  Montgomery  site  resulted  in  the  demolition  of  the  B-rated 
Steil  Building  (141-145  Montgomery  St.)  and  the  three  C-rated  structures  at 
109-123,  125-129,  and  133-137  Montgomery  St.    Two  significant  structures 
remain  on  the  block,  between  Trinity  and  Montgomery:    the  B-rated  Alexander 
and  California  Pacific  Buildings,  at  Bush  and  Montgomery  Sts.  and  Sutter  and 
Montgomery  Sts.  corners,  respectively.    The  Alexander  Building  was  not  part  of 
the  101  Montgomery  project.    The  California-Pacific  Building  was  proposed  for 
demolition,  but  preservation  and  rehabilitation  was  required  as  a  condition  of 
that  project's  approval  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  its  Resolution 
No.  8942  as  part  of  an  effort  to  maintain  the  architecturally  and  historically 
important  Sutter  St.  frontage  of  the  project  block. 

Sutter  St.  Frontage 
COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:  "Page  61  -  need  a  picture  of  the  "backdrop"  for  the  Sutter  Street 
buildings.    Would  it  tower  over  and  dominate  them?" 
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A  photomontage  of  the  proposed  project  as  viewed  from  Sutter  St.  has  been 
included  on  p.  74a  of  the  EIR. 

LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 
101  Montgomery 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "I  couldn't  tell  how  high  101  Montgomery  is.    Later  on 
I  did  find  that.    It  seemed  to  me  some  of  those  things  just  come  too  late. 
.  .  .  I  just  kept  going  back  and  forth  trying  to  figure  out  how  this  building 
compares  with  101  [Montgomery],  and  somewhere  that  should  be  made  clear." 

RESPONSE 

The  height  of  the  101  Montgomery  building,  28  stories,  is  given  at  the  bottom 
on  p.  35,  Land  Use,  and  on  the  map  on  p.  34.    The  height,  "28  story"  has  been 
added  between  "the  Alexander  Building  and  the"  and  "101  Montgomery  St. 
Building.  .  .  "  on  the  last  sentence  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  p.  3, 
Summary,  in  order  to  state  this  fact  early  in  the  text. 

Figure  12 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "Page  34.    Where  the  site  is,  since  it  has  'to  be  19' 
stories  one  place  and  'to  be  28'  on  another,  I  would  think  on  the  site  it 
should  say  'requested  to  be  38,'  so  it  is  clear  that  it  is  indeed  taller  than 
any  of  the  other  buildings  in  the  block." 
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RESPONSE 

The  designation  "Requested  to  be  38"  has  been  added  to  the  site  on  Figure  12, 
p.  34,  which  shows  building  heights  in  the  project  area. 

Open  Space 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Sklar:    "Recreational  open  space  requirements  may  well  not  be 
adequate." 

RESPONSE 

The  City  Planning  Code  and  Interim  Controls  do  not  require  open  space  for 
office  buildings.    Residential  structures  in  the  C-3  districts  are  required  to 
have  36  sq.  ft.  of  private  open  space  O)*  48  sq.  ft.  of  common  open  space  per 
dwelling  unit;  this  would  be  2,016  sq.  ft.  of  private  open  space,  or  2,688  sq. 
ft.  of  common  open  space  for  the  project's  56  condominium  units.    The  project 
would  provide  over  4,000  sq.  ft.  of  common  and  private  open  space  for 
residential  units,  as  well  as  over  11,800  sq.  ft.  of  publicly  accessible  open 
space  in  the  form  of  plazas. 

The  Guiding  Downtown  Development  Guidelines  (GDD)  would  require  one  sq.  ft.  of 
recreation  or  open  space  for  public  use  for  each  25  sq.  ft.  of  gross  floor 
area  (excluding  residential  space).    This  would  result  in  the  requirement  of 
about  21,300  sq.  ft.  of  publicly  accessible  recreational  open  space  for  the 
office  portion  of  the  project.    The  project  would  provide  over  11,800  sq.  ft. 
of  open  space,  9,500  sq.  ft.  less  than  GDD  proposes.    Residential  requirements 
under  GDD  would  be  the  same  as  required  under  the  present  Code,  and  so  would 
continue  to  be  surpassed  by  the  project  under  GDD. 

Table  4,  p.  65,  has  been  corrected  as  follows:    After  "Recreation  and  Open 
Space"  the  second  column  has  been  replaced  by  "Not  required  for  office  space. 
36  sq.  ft.  of  private  open  space  or  48  sq.  ft.  of  common  open  space  per  unit 
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  Proposed  Project 

*     Subject  to  Approval  FIGURE  12: 

Building  Heights  (in  stories) 
in  Vicinity  of  Project  Site 


SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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required  for  residential  units  (2,016  or  2,688  sq.  ft.  for  the  project)."  The 
open  space  requirerrfent  on  the  third  column,  under  GDD  has  been  corrected  from 
"25,850  sq.  ft."  to  "21,300  sq.  ft.". 

Trinity  Street 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Nakashima:    "I  would  like  to  see  a  photograph  from  the  north  side 
of  Bush,  looking  down  Trinity.    I  would  like  to  know  what  it  looks  like  now, 
in  the  EIR.    I  also  would  like  to  see  a  schematic,  of  the  same  view  of  the 
project  as  proposed. 

"As  the  project  is  proposed,  I  am  not  really  sure  if  Trinity  Street  is  a 
really  good  street  to  have  a  lot  of  retail.    I  don't  believe  that  it  is  a 
Maiden  Lane  type  of  atmosphere." 

Commissioner  Karasick:    "On  the  bottom  of  Page  46,  it  describes  an  alley  as 
Trinity  Street.    And  that  is  very  probably  the  definition  of  an  alley.    .  .  . 
But  it  is  a  public  street,  and  this  building  now  brings  to  mind  that  phrase, 
'canyons  of  steel.'    And  all  of  a  sudden,  I  can  visualize  Trinity  Place  as 
being  a  true  canyon  of  steel,  which  I  hadn't  seen  on  other  streets  or  other 
developments  in  the  past.    And  I  think  it  has  definite  detrimental  effect  on 
Trinity  Place  --  depending,  of  course,  on  what  you  want  to  do  with  Trinity 
Place.    If  you  just  call  it  an  alley,  and  it  is  indeed  an  alley,  then  maybe  it 
doesn't  have  any  effect.    But  I  don't  look  at  Trinity  Place  as  an  alley.  It 
is  a  public  street,  a  public  thoroughfare.    They  are  putting  in  commercial. 
.  .  .    The  fact  that  it  is  going  to  be  so  enclosed  might  necessitate  night 
lighting  in  that  location. 

"But  I  really  have  a  concern  that  Trinity  Place  is  no  longer  a  street  that  is 
even  socially  acceptable.  .  .  .  And  I  think  that  Dr.  Nakashima 's  request  for 
pictures  is  well  worth  repeating." 
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A  photograph  looking  southward  on  Trinity  St.  has  been  added  as  Figure  19a, 
p.  73a.    A  rendering  of  the  same  view  with  the  proposed  project  has  been 
included  as  Figure  19b,  p.  73b. 

Section  102.1  of  the  City  Planning  Code  defines  an  alley  as  "a  right-of-way, 
less  than  30  feet  in  width,  permanently  dedicated  to  common  and  general  use  by 
the  public."    Section  402.1.2  of  the  Building  Code  defines  an  alley  as  "any 
public  space  or  thoroughfare  less  than  16  feet  but  not  less  than  10  feet  in 
width  which  has  been  dedicated  or  deeded  to  the  public  for  public  use." 
Trinity  Street  is  17.5  feet  wide  between  property  lines.    In  the  past  40  years 
or  more  the  street  has  served  primarily  as  a  freight  loading  area  except  for 
providing  sole  access  to  a  bar  and  restaurant  on  Lot  26.    The  street  has  a 
midblock  street  light  for  nighttime  safety.    The  101  Montgomery  Building,  now 
under  construction,  will  have  retail  uses  at  street  level  which  will  extend 
from  Montgomery  Street  to  Trinity  Street.    City  Planning  Commission  Resolution 
No.  8942  requires  that:    "At  minimum,  one  half  of  the  Trinity  Street  ground 
floor  frontage  of  the  proposed  project  (101  Montgomery  Street)  shall  consist 
of  active  storefronts."    The  333  Bush  Street  Tower  would  be  set  back  from 
Trinity  Street  for  a  distance  varying  from  approximately  30  to  60  feet.  The 
open  plaza  on  the  second  level  would  be  approximately  16  feet  above  Trinity 
Street,  enabling  more  natural  light  to  enter  the  street  area  than  do  the 
existing  buildings  on  the  project  site  which  are  on  the  property  line  along 
the  street  and  30  to  40  feet  high.    Alternative  6,  with  a  ground  level  plaza, 
would  be  set  back  about  30  to  60  feet  from  Trinity  St.  and  would  visually 
extend  the  width  of  Trinity  St.  by  about  30  to  60  feet  (see  p.  167a). 

Land  Use  Compatibility 

COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "P.  62  -  the  only  reason  this  project  may  be  compatible  is 
because  of  other  recently  approved  projects.    It  certainly  doesn't  fit  in  with 
other  older  more  traditional  low-intensity  uses  to  the  west  of  Montgomery 
Street." 
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SITE 


FIGURE  19a: 

View  of  Trinity  Street  from  Bush  Street 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates.  Inc. 
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"Pp.  31  and  60  -  note  that  recent  projects  approved  by  the  commission  have 
shifted  the  scale  of  buildings  between  Kearny  and  Montgomery  from  mixture  of 
low-rise,  human-scaled,  small  buildings  to  multi-parcel  block-busters  with 
pretty  much  straight-up  walls,  at  least  for  10-15  stories,  squeezing  out  small 
properties,  small  retail  establishments,  small  office  spaces  at  lower  rents. 
E.g.  Crocker  Plaza,  101  Montgomery,  SF  Federal  S&L.    Comparing  this  building 
to  those  new  projects  is  misleading  because  you  are  comparing  it  to  the  most 
recent,  most  boring,  most  ugly  projects  of  all.    This  is  a  major  change  in 
scale  of  the  area  and  in  use." 

"Bottom  of  page  16  -  there  would  be  a  dramatic  change  in  building  height  and 
street  scale.    Acknowledge  that  please,  also  a  shift  towards  monolithic 
building  frontage." 

RESPONSE 

Page  62  discusses  the  compliance  of  the  project  with  the  C-3-0  Zoning  District 
as  defined  by  the  City  Planning  Code.    Zoning  districts  in  San  Francisco  were 
determined  on  the  basis  of  existing  and  desired  land  uses  for  various  areas  of 
the  City.    The  C-3-0  district,  in  which  the  project  site  is  located,  is  zoned 
primarily  for  office  uses.    The  project  would  be  compatible  with  the  existing 
zoning.    A  discussion  of  the  project's  visual  and  architectural  compatibility 
with  development  in  the  project  area  is  given  in  the  Urban  Design  section, 
pp.  67-71 . 

The  description  of  the  project  setting  on  page  31  is  an  accurate  description 
of  the  project  block,  including  the  north  side  of  Sutter  St.,  and  of  the  block 
facing  the  site  on  the  opposite  side  of  Bush  Street.    Pages  33-34  of  the  EIR 
give  the  scale  of  the  101  Montgomery  St.  and  Crocker  Plaza  properties.  The 
last  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  on  p.  33  has  been  revised  to  read  as 
follows:    "Other  proposed  buildings  in  the  area  include  the  26-story  Russ 
Tower,  the  25-story  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Headquarters  (Post 
and  Kearny  Sts.),  and  the  13-story  466  Bush  St.  development."    The  comparison 

of  the  project,  on  page  60,  with  the  height  and  scale  of  new  buildings 
proposed,  under  construction,  or  recently  completed  in  the  project  vicinity  is 
realistic.    The  project's  scale  in  relation  to  surrounding  developments  and 
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Urban  Design  Policies  of  the  Master  Plan  are  discussed  on  pp.  67-71  of  the 
EIR.    Each  reader  may  draw  his/her  own  conclusion  applying  personal  value 
judgments.    The  displacement  of  on-site  establishments,  and  related  concerns, 
are  noted  on  p.  86  of  the  EIR. 

Comparison  of  Project  to  Development  Controls 
COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "Table  4  compares  this  project  to  Guiding  Downtown  Development, 
only  one  of  the  5  alternatives  in  the  Downtown  EIR.    Please  analyze  this 
project  against  the  other  alternatives  under  study,  and  against  the  major 
mitigation  measure  of  annual  limits." 

RESPONSE 

The  Downtown  EIR  is  in  preparation;  its  DEIR  has  not  yet  been  published. 
Comparison  of  this  project,  or  any  specific  project,  with  broad  areawide 
alternatives  on  which  analyses  have  not  been  completed  or  published  would  tend 
to  be  incomplete  and/or  inaccurate.    The  City  Planning  Commission  has 
requested,  in  Resolution  No.  8982,  (June  4,  1981)  that  downtown  building  EIRs 
include  an  alternative  plan  conforming  to  Guiding  Downtown  Development  in 
order  to  assist  in  testing  the  applicability  of  the  land  use  concepts 
contained  in  GDD. 

RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  C0f4^REHENSIVE  PLAN  POLICIES  AND  THE 
PROPOSED  PROJECT 

COMMENTS 

Sue  Hestor:  "This  project  does  not  appear  to  meet  the  Goal  of  Social  Equity. 
Please  explain  why  a  project  for  upper  income  executives  and  way  upper  income 
condo  buyers  should  be  allowed  to  displace  current  uses  and  potential  users 
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who  could  afford  the  lower  rents  for  that  space  and  why  downtown  space  should 
be  exclusively  allocated  to  people  in  perhaps  the  top  10%  of  the  economic 
scale,    (p.  5  of  Commerce  and  Industry  Element) 

"The  [Master  Plan]  goal  of  environmental  quality  [states]  -  'the  pursuit  of 
employment  opportunities  and  economic  expansion  must  not  be  at  the  expense  of 
the  environment  appreciated  by  all.'    Please  explain  how  this  will  also  meet 
the  economic  vitality  goal  of  a  'diverse'  economy  -  isn't  this  just  more  of 
the  same? 

"Objective  2  -  excessive  dependence  on  the  'fire'  sectors  also  has 
implications  for  personal  lifestyles,  as  more  and  more  residents  are  dependent 
on  office  'paper  jobs'  for  their  livelihoods.    Please  analyze  project  against 
that  statement  and  goal/objective  of  keeping  city  base  diverse,  rather  than 
heavily  concentrated  in  'fire'  uses. 

"What  are  the  social  benefits  of  a  project  catering  to  the  rich  and  generally 
well-off?    (Objective  1,  Policy  1) 

"Objective  2,  Policy  1  -  talks  about  availability  of  parking  as  one  of  factors 
that  will  keep  businesses  in  town.  This  project  will  displace  a  major  parking 
facility.    Isn't  this  a  'non-attainment'  of  that  goal? 

"Objective  3  -  Provide  Expanded  Employment  Opportunities  for  City  Residents, 
Particularly  the  Unemployed  and  Economically  Disadvantaged.    The  employment 
mix  currently  on  site  (and  before  any  recent  moves/ evictions)  needs  to  be 
matched,  proportionately,  against  the  project  under  consideration.    Will  the 
unemployed  get  a  few  janitors'  jobs,  and  lots  of  access  to  high  paying  upper 
management  professional  jobs.    Ditto  for  Policy  1  under  this  objective. 
Policy  2  notes  that  highly  paid  people  generally  are  less  inclined  to  live  in 
San  Francisco.    Since  the  cost  of  the  condos  on  site  will  put  them  beyond  all 
but  a  tiny  minority  of  the  workers  in  the  building,  most  of  the  highly  paid 

workers  will  continue  to  commute  from  the  suburbs.    This  is  a  violation  of 
that  policy." 
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"Objective  6  -  This  project  violates  Policy  1  in  that  the  social  and 
environmental  costs  to  the  public  are  only  matched  by  benefits  that  are 
economic  to  the  developer.    The  Draft  clearly  shows  that  public  facilities  are 
becoming  strained.    Please  analyze  this  project  in  light  of  this  policy. 
Policy  3  is  also  being  violated." 

RESPONSE 

The  project  site  is  currently  occupied  by  commercial  users.    The  project  would 
increase  the  intensity  of  office  uses  on  the  site.    No  housing  would  be 
displaced  by  the  project;  the  housing  proposed  on-site  as  a  part  of  the 
project  would  be  new  market-rate  housing  which  the  sponsor  believes  would  meet 
a  market  demand  identified  by  marketing  surveys  made  for  the  project  sponsor. 

The  project  site  is  in  the  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office)  portion  of  Downtown  San 
Francisco  designated  for  office  use  by  the  City  Planning  Code.    According  to 
the  Code,  "This  District  .  .  .  consists  primarily  of  high  quality  office 
development.    The  intensity  of  building  development  is  the  greatest  in  the 
City  .  .  .    Office  development  is  supported  by  some  related  retail  and  service 
uses  within  the  area,  with  unrelated  uses  excluded  in  order  to  conserve  the 
supply  of  land  in  the  core  and  its  expansion  areas  for  further  development  of 
major  office  buildings."    (Section  210.3) 

The  commenter's  reference  to  FIRE  sectors  is  to  finance,  insurance,  and  real 
estate,  three  classifications  of  job  sectors  occurring  in  the  Financial 
District.    The  economic  diversity  of  the  City  is  achieved  by  the  overall 
Citywide  mix  of  land  uses.    Different  types  of  land  uses  are  found  in  specific 
zoning  districts,  in  which  zoning  regulations  are  geared  to  the  protection  and 
enhancement  of  specific  types  of  activity  which  contribute  to  the  total  mix  of 
land  uses. 

Portions  of  this  comment  concern  broad  social  questions  which  are  not  within 
the  purview  of  CEQA  and  do  not  relate  to  the  effects  of  this  project  on  the 
physical  environment.    The  project  would  provide  approximately  2,130  permanent 
full-time  jobs  ranging  from  the  clerical  level  to  the  management  level.  This 
project  would  also  provide  additional  jobs  in  other  sectors  of  the  economy 
through  a  multiplier  effect. 
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Policy  1  of  Objective  2  of  the  Commerce  and  Industry  Element  is:    "Seek  to 
retain  existing  commercial  and  industrial  activity  and  to  attract  new  such 
activity  to  the  City."    The  reference  to  parking  in  the  discussion  of  the 
policy  is  to  assessing  "the  needs  of  a  business  for  better  transportation 
access,  parking,  room  for  expansion,  security  and  a  pleasant  neighborhood 
environment  for  employees  to  work  in."    The  reference  is  to  all  types  of 
economic  activity  throughout  the  City.    Within  the  Financial  District,  the 
center  of  office  uses  in  the  City,  the  Transportation  Element  seeks  to  enhance 
access  to  the  office  area  and  circulation  within  it  and  to  minimize  parking, 
especially  long-term  parking,  therein. 

The  present  employment  mix  on  the  site  is  approximately  43%  in  restaurant 
work,  49%  in  finance,  real  estate,  insurance,  professional  and  computer 
categories,  and  7%  in  garage  operation.    It  would  be  expected  that  the 
percentage  of  employees  in  the  office  categories  would  increase  and  the 
percentage  in  restaurant  work  and  garage  operation  would  decrease.  Objective 
3  is  intended  to  be  applied  citywide  embracing  all  types  of  economic 
activities.    The  quoted  objective  and  its  policies,  including  Policy  2,  are 
directed  toward  overall  public  efforts  rather  than  site-specific  private 
efforts. 

Policy  1  is:    "Encourage  continued  growth  of  prime  downtown  office  activities 
so  long  as  undesirable  consequences  of  such  growth  can  be  avoided."    The  EIR 
analyzes  the  project  in  terms  of  the  factors  cited  in  the  policy:    1)  impact 
on  use  of  land  for  parking,  congestion,  air  pollution,  and  energy  usage; 
2)  impact  of  street  level  winds  on  pedestrians;  3)  noise;  4)  impact  on  scale 
and  character  of  the  City;  and  5)  impact  of  increased  employment  density  on 
existing  services  and  on  the  housing  supply.    Policy  3,  like  all  of  the 
policies,  is  directed  toward  public  actions,  in  this  case,  to  "assure  that 
Downtown  development  is  compatible  with  the  design  and  character  of 
San  Francisco." 
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VISUAL  QUALITY,  SUNLIGHT,  SHADOWS  AND  WIND 


Visual  Qual ity 
COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "Bush  Street  is  an  important  traffic  corridor  with  vistas  of  a 
variety  of  building  types  as  you  come  down  the  hill.    The  impression  of  the 
area  west  of  Montgomery  is  of  interesting,  older,  small  scale  buildings.  This 
project  will  drastically  change  that  -  especially  in  light  of  proposed  Russ 
Building  annex.    Please  describe  the  effect  of  pushing  the  dark  canyon  further 
west,  especially  in  view  of  the  loss  of  sunlight  on  the  street." 

RESPONSE 

The  project,  in  combination  with  the  proposed  Russ  Tower  (350  Bush  Street) 
would  extend  the  development  of  the  Financial  District  highrises  westward  on 
Bush  St.    The  following  sentence  has  been  added  to  the  end  of  the  fourth 
paragraph  on  p.  68:    "The  project  would  contribute  to  changing  the  character 
of  the  Bush  St.  area  west  of  Montgomery  St.  from  smaller-scale  low-  and 
medium-rise  retail  and  office  structures  to  larger  scale  high-rise  office 
structures." 

Several  existing  and  approved  Financial  District  highrises  are  further  west  of 
Montgomery  St.  than  the  proposed  project.    These  include  the  Bank  of  America 
Headquarters,  the  Crocker  Center  West  Tower,  the  International  Building,  the 
Hartford  Building  and  the  466  Bush  Building.    Kearny  St.  is  generally  the 
westward  boundary  of  Financial  District  highrise  development. 

Shadow  Studies 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Rosenblatt:    "Page  15  and  following:    do  the  shadow  studies 
include  the  proposed  222  Kearny?    Would  the  last  statement  on  page  81, 
paragraph  1,  include  that  also?" 
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RESPONSE 

The  shadow  studies  on  pp.  78,  79,  and  80  of  this  report  do  not  include  the 
proposed  222  Kearny  Building.    A  second  set  of  shadow  studies  has  been  done 
for  the  Ground  Level  Plaza  Alternative  (Alternative  6),  which  includes  the 
222  Kearny  building.    (The  design  of  222  Kearny  St.  used  in  these  studies  was 
the  latest  available  at  the  time  of  the  studies.    The  EIR  on  the  222  Kearny 
St.  proposal  will  contain  shadow  studies  based  on  the  project  design  as 
modified  and  proposed  at  the  time  of  publication.)    Alternative  6  is  currently 
preferred  by  the  sponsor.    The  222  Kearny  shadows  would  have  a  similar  effect 
on  the  project  as  described  and  on  its  second  level  terraces.    These  shadow 
studies  have  been  included  in  this  Response  to  Comments  on  pp.  203-205  as 
Figures  24a,  24b,  and  24c  and  on  pp.  80a,  80b,  and  80c  in  the  EIR. 

The  last  statement  on  p.  81,  paragraph  1,  discussing  peak  use  periods  of  the 
plaza  does  not  consider  the  impacts  of  the  222  Kearny  project  on  the  project 
plazas.  The  second  set  of  shadow  studies  indicates  an  increase  in  shadow  on 
the  west  plaza  would  occur  during  the  lunch  hour  in  March  and  September.  With 
construction  of  222  Kearny  the  peak  use  periods  of  the  plazas  would  probably 
be  during  the  noon  hours. 

Sky  Exposure  and  Comfort  Zones 

COMMENTS 

Commissioner  Rosenblatt:    "Please  do  analysis  by  Peter  Bosselman  on  sky 
exposure  from  Bush  St.  and  Sutter  St." 

"Also  Inquire  with  him  about  'comfort  zone'  measures  of  the  proposed  plazas  at 
typical  lunch  times  during  four  different  seasons." 

RESPONSE 

Sky  exposure  photo  analyses  from  both  Bush  and  Sutter  Streets  have  been  added 
on  pp.  207  and  208  of  this  section. 
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The  "Comfort  Zone"  describes  a  combination  of  temperature,  sunlight,  humidity, 
and  wind,  within  which  people  feel  comfortable  with  a  minimum  of  additional 
heating  or  cooling.    Comfort  varies  from  person  to  person  depending  on  their 
metabolism,  the  sunlight  and  temperature  warming  them,  and  how  much  heat  their 
bodies  lose.    A  standardized  'Comfort  Zone'  is  subject  to  many  variables  and 
cannot  be  applicable  to  all  people.    People  adapt  to  different  climates  and 
there  are  a  great  range  of  personal  'comfort  zones'.    In  addition,  a  person's 
choice  of  dress  plays  a  major  role  in  determining  how  comfortable  he/she  would 
be. 

The  standard  'Comfort  Zone'  chart  gives  a  range  of  conditions  within  which 
about  70%  of  the  U.S.  population  would  feel  comfortable  in  typical  indoor 
dress.    Such  a  chart,  based  on  average  climate  conditions,  including  solar 
radiation,  wind,  humidity,  and  air  temperature  for  San  Francisco  is  on  file  at 
the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  Street,  Fifth  Floor. 
Project  site  specific  charts  for  January,  April,  July,  and  October  are  shown 
in  Figures  C  and  D  on  pages  209  and  210.    Those  charts  show  that  on  a  windless 
day,  with  sunlight,  the  average  person  would  be  comfortable  at  noon  in  San 
Francisco  in  all  months  except  January.    The  shadow  diagrams  (see  previous 
comment)  indicate  that  sunlight  on  the  site  would  prevail  only  during  the 
summer.    In  San  Francisco,  warmth  from  sunlight  is  a  very  important  factor  in 
making  a  person  feel  comfortable. 

For  an  average  wind  speed  of  approximately  eight  miles  per  hour  (mph)  in  the 
summer  the  resulting  speeds  of  about  1,5  to  2.5  mph  in  the  plazas  would 
detract  from  the  comfort  of  occupants  of  the  plaza  by  cooling  pedestrians. 
There  are  no  months  in  San  Francisco  during  which  a  person  would  expect  to  be 
comfortable  in  the  shade.    The  333  Bush  plazas  would  be  shaded  at  all  times 
except  in  the  summer  in  the  mid-day  and  in  the  late  afternoons.    At  mid-day  a 
portion  of  the  west  plaza  would  be  in  the  sun  and,  in  the  afternoon,  slivers 
of  the  eastern  plaza  would  be  in  the  sun.    Thus,  only  people  using  those 
portons  of  the  plazas  could  be  comfortable,  according  to  the  charts,  and  only 
if  winds  were  low  or  non-existent.    In  San  Francisco,  July  and  August  are  the 
foggiest  months,  and  the  Financial  District  is  often  overcast  for  much  of  the 
day.    When  this  occurs,  little  direct  sunlight  is  transmitted  to  pedestrians, 
and  the  plazas  would  be  less  comfortable. 
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FIGURE   B:  Sun  Path  Analysis 
Location  #2 
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FIGURE  C:  COMFORT  ZONE  ANALYSES  FOR  PROJECT  SITE 

Average  daily  temperature  and  humidity  range  for  San  Francisco 
0  Average  noon  -  hour  temperature  and  humidity 

SOURCE:  Lecl^ie,  J.O.,  1974,  and  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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FIGURE  D :  COMFORT  ZONE  ANALYSIS  FOR  PROJECT  SITE 

—  Average  daily  temperature  and  humidity  range  for  San  Francisco 
0  Average  noon  -  hour  temperature  and  humidity 

SOURCE:  Leckie,  J.O..  1974.  and  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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The  'Comfort  Zone'  chart  is  of  limited  use  in  predicting  pedestrian  comfort, 
except  to  indicate  that,  mostly,  people  not  adapted  to  San  Francisco's  climate 
feel  cold.    On  the  utility  of  these  charts  ,  J.  0.  Leckie,  has  stated: 

"Thus,  we  feel  that  you  can  waste  a  lot  of  time  trying  to  figure  out  the 
optimum  environmental  conditions  from  such  generalized  'comfort  charts'. 
What  is  interesting  to  note  from  these  various  research  projects  (carried 
out  in  the  U.S.)  is  that  conditions  in  which  people  are  comfortable  today 
differ  from  those  reported  in  the  1920 's;  these,  in  turn,  differ 
substantially  from  those  obtained  in  England." 

NOTE 

/I/  J.O.  Leckie,  Design  for  Alternative  Lifestyles,  Stanford  University, 
June  1974. 


EMPLOYMENT 

Displacement  of  Existing  Tenants 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Nakashima:    "[On  page]  86,  it  said  the  project  would  displace 
existing  tenants.    I  would  like  to  know  how  many  tenants  are  being  displaced." 

Sue  Hestor:    "Page  86  -  how  much  rent  were  those  tenants  that  are  being 
displaced  paying?    What  kind  of  people  did  they  employ?    Are  they  the  kind  of 
diverse,  not  particularly  highly  skilled  businesses  that  the  C&I  element  wants 
to  retain?    Will  they  go  out  of  business?    Will  they  have  to  raise  their  rates 
to  pay  the  higher  rents?" 

RESPONSE 

The  tenants  on  the  site  as  of  August,  1982  are  identified  in  Table  D-3,  p.  386 
of  the  EIR.    There  are  currently  24  tenant  businesses  on  the  site,  employing 
approximately  138  people.    The  first  sentence  on  p.  86  has  been  revised  to 
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read:    "The  project  would  displace  24  existing  tenants  employing  about  138 
people  in  six  buildings." 

As  stated  in  response  to  the  comment  on  Relationship  Between  General  Plan 
Policies  and  the  Proposed  Project  -  Employment,  p.  200,  49%  of  the  employment 
on  site  is  in  finance,  real  estate,  insurance,  computer  and  professional 
fields,  and  43%  of  the  employees  are  in  three  restaurants  on-site.    It  is 
anticipated  that  most  of  the  24  businesses  would  relocate  and  continue  in 
business,  but  some  could  discontinue  because  of  variable  economic  factors. 
The  Financial  Center  Garage  would  not  be  expected  to  relocate.    Rental  rates 
at  new  undetermined  locations  and  their  effect  on  operating  costs  are  not 
available;  both  would  be  expected  to  be  higher  than  existing  conditions. 

Quantification  of  New  Employees 

COMMENT 

Kay  Pachtner:    "It  is  stated  "...  it  is  not  possible  to  precisely  quantify 
new  employees  due  to  the  project.'  [p.  92]    I  don't  think  that  is  true.  I 
think  that  it  can  be  quantified,  and  I  think  it  must  be  quantified,  because  I 
don't  see  how  you  can  possibly  come  up  with  fair  and  just  mitigation  if  you 
haven't  got  it  quantified.    The  whole  idea  behind  the  CEQA  set  of  laws  is  to 
take  care  of  and  pay  for  the  adverse  impacts  that  development  has  on  a 
community.    And  before  you  can  do  that  in  any  fair  fashion,  you  have  to  know 
who  are  the  people  that  are  going  to  need  housing  and  other  services  in  this 
town." 

RESPONSE 

The  statement  on  p.  92  of  the  EIR  is  true  because  new  employment  due  to  the 
project  would  be  distributed  throughout  the  Downtown.    Many  tenants  of  the 
project  are  expected  to  be  existing  San  Francisco  firms  transferring  from 
another  downtown  location.    As  stated  on  p.  92  of  the  EIR,  "New  employment 
growth  due  to  the  project  would  occur  as  new  jobs  were  created  in  older 
buildings  which  would  be  vacated  by  project  employees." 
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As  a  best  estimate  of  new  employment  in  the  City  due  to  the  project,  the  EIR 
uses  the  total  increase  in  on-site  employment  (see  pp.  86-87  of  the  DEIR). 
Many  project-related  impacts  discussed  in  the  EIR  are  based  on  this  projection 
of  on-site  employment. 

Regional  Office  Development 

COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "Page  41  -  San  Francisco  is  not  the  only  office  center  in  Bay 
Area.    Please  explain  role  of  other  East  Bay  counties  in  relation  to  office 
growth  (back  offices),  "clean"  industry  a  la  Silicon  Valley,  Oakland 
alternative  to  San  Francisco  -  so  that  the  regional  context  of  development 
demand  for  housing,  transit,  transportation,  air  quality  and  encroachment  on 
open  space  can  be  seen.    Note  trend  to  move  many  offices  out  of  city  because 
of  disproportionate  emphasis  on  executives  rather  than  peons  in  San  Francisco 
planning  policy  -  even  encouraging  displacement  of  such  uses  South  of  Market 
by  twisted  interpretation  of  allowable  uses  in  Planning  Code." 

RESPONSE 

Regional  office  development  projected  in  parts  of  the  Bay  Area  may  have 
impacts  on  transit,  traffic,  solid  waste  disposal  and  air  quality.  Whether, 
where,  when  and  in  what  amounts  such  development  may  occur  are  dependent  on  a 
number  of  factors  which  are  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  San  Francisco.  Two 
such  factors  are  1)  the  exercise  of  zoning,  planning  and  environmental  review 
authority  by  other  jurisdictions  and  2)  the  rate  of  employment  growth 
throughout  the  Bay  Area. 

The  following  information  is  provided  to  describe  the  possible  effects  of 
cumulative  office  development  throughout  the  Bay  Area,  and  to  explain  the 
regional  government  structure  that  exists  to  address  the  issues  of  the  effects 
of  cumulative  development. 
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San  Francisco  is  the  center  of  a  nine-county  region  which  has  lesser  activity 
nodes  in  each  of  the  other  counties  comprising  the  region.    Recognizing  the 
interdependence  of  each  part  of  the  region,  local  jurisdictions  have  entrusted 
regional  planning,  and  implementation  of  adopted  policy  measures  where 
appropriate,  to  regional  agencies.    Responsibility  for  the  comprehensive 
regional  plan  is  vested  in  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  the  agency 
which  forecasts  regional  growth.    The  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
is  responsible  for  coordinating  regional  transit  and  vehicular  plans  and 
policies.    The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  is  responsible  for 
maintaining  and  improving  adherence  to  air  quality  standards.    These  and  other 
regional  agencies  coordinate  their  planning  and  implementation  activities  on 
issues  of  mutual  concern. 

Long-range  planning  by  the  regional  planning  entities,  and  planning  and 
implementation  by  operating  agencies,  has  enabled  the  Bay  Area  to  absorb  the 
growth  that  occurred  between  1960  and  1981.    The  continued  ability  of  the  Bay 
Area  to  absorb  growth  is  dependent  upon  the  regional  planning  agencies,  and 
operating  agencies  such  as  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and  Transportation 
District,  to  anticipate  and  prepare  acceptable  policies  for  future  regional 
needs,  and  upon  the  capability  of  the  operating  agencies  to  implement  such 
pol icies . 

Within  this  planning  framework,  development  is  proposed  in  each  of  nine 
counties  in  the  region.    Comprehensive  plans  for  individual  jurisdictions  and 
large  development  proposals  that  are  subject  to  environmental  review  under 
CEQA  are  also  subject  to  review  by  the  regional  agencies.    These  agencies 
review  specific  proposals  to  determine  the  conformance  of  each  to  approved 
regional  plans. 

Regional  housing  projections,  prepared  by  ABAG,  are  presented  in  Table  D-2,  on 
p.  385  of  the  EIR.    These  housing  projections  and  other  ABAG  projections  of 
population  and  employment  contained  in  Projections  79,  (ABAG,  1979)  are  based 
on  assumptions  concerning  demographic  and  economic  trends,  local  land  use 
policies,  and  transportation  infrastructure.    Between  1980  and  1990,  total  Bay 
Area  population  and  employment  is  expected  to  increase  by  564,500  and  314,700, 
respectively.    According  to  Projections  79,  San  Francisco  resident  population 
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is  expected  to  decline  by  about  9,600  while  employment  in  the  City  would 
increase  by  about  68,500. 

The  impact  analysis  in  this  report  focuses  upon  capacity  available  within  the 
1982-1990  planning  period.    Decisions  as  to  when  major  capacity  increases  in 
facilities  serving  the  region  will  be  needed  are  made  by  implementing  and 
operating  agencies  in  the  context  of  planning  done  by  regional  agencies. 

The  amount  of  physical  development  that  can  be  absorbed  in  the  Bay  Area  is 
constrained  by  the  rate  and  amount  of  economic  growth.    Physical  development 
occurs  in  response  to  perceived  demand  for  the  type  of  structure  to  be  built. 
If  there  is  no  perceived  demand,  physical  development  will  not  occur.  For 
example,  in  the  1970 's  large  shopping  centers  were  proposed  in  San  Mateo, 
Foster  City  and  Redwood  City.    Only  San  Mateo's  Fashion  Island  was  built 
because  that  Peninsula  area  could  only  support  one  shopping  facility. 
Similarly  market  forces  limit  the  amount  of  office  space  that  can  be  occupied 
in  the  Bay  Area  during  a  given  forecast  period  because  the  demand  for  office 
space  is  finite.    If  a  large  amount  of  office  space  were  to  be  built  in 
Oakland,  it  would  satisfy  a  portion  of  the  regional  demand.    Then,  not  all  of 
the  proposed  office  space  in  San  Francisco  would  be  built  or,  if  it  were 
built,  it  would  not  be  fully  occupied.    This  EIR  contains  a  worst-case 
analysis  of  cumulative  development  for  downtown  San  Francisco  because  it 
assumes  that  all  projects  that  are  under  formal  review,  approved,  and  under 
construction  in  downtown  San  Francisco  would  be  built  and  fully  occupied. 

Employment  growth  will  be  distributed  throughout  the  Bay  Area  where  facilities 
to  accommodate  that  growth  --  including  transit  systems,  infrastructure 
improvements,  office  space  and  housing  --  exist,  are  used  most  efficiently,  or 
are  constructed.    The  amount  of  office  space  that  can  be  occupied  in  the 
region  during  this  decade  is  limited  by  many  factors,  particularly  regional 
employment  growth.    Regional  office  space  that  exceeds  the  corresponding 
regional  employment  growth  would  not  be  filled. 

The  trend  of  office  space  development  in  suburban  counties  is  noted  on  pp. 
41-43  of  the  EIR.    Office  space  in  San  Francisco  is  used  for  many  corporate 
headquarters  and  office  rents  in  downtown  San  Francisco  are  generally  higher 

than  suburban  office  rents.    Trends  in  San  Francisco  office  space  composition 
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show  a  higher  proportion  of  professionals  and  managers  to  clerical  and  support 
staff  when  compared  with  suburban  offices.    This  employment  mix  is  the  result 
of  market  forces,  primarily  the  economics  of  agglomeration,  i.e.,  the  desire 
of  interrelated  businesses  to  locate  in  close  proximity  to  each  other  in  order 
to  minimize  transportation  and  communication  costs.    Movement  of  offices  to 
suburban  areas  would  not  change  the  total  regional  employment.    It  is  presumed 
that  any  new  buildings  constructed  as  a  result  of  moves  to  suburban  areas 
would  receive  proper  environmental  review  by  the  appropriate  jurisdictions. 

The  implication  by  the  commenter  that  the  employment  distribution  of  office 
workers  is  the  result  of  "twisted  interpretation  of  allowable  uses  in  the 
Planning  Code"  is  false.    The  project  would  not  result  in  any  displacement  of 
secondary  employment  opportunities  south  of  Market  St.    The  project  is  in  the 
C-3-0  zoning  district  and  would  comply  with  Section  210.3  of  the  Planning  Code 
as  "playing  a  leading  national  role  in  finance,  corporate  headquarters  and 
service  industries  and  serving  as  an  employment  center  for  the  region,"  as 
stated  on  p.  62  of  the  EIR. 

Office  Vacancy  Rates 

COMMENTS 

Sue  Hestor:    "Page  42  -  vacancy  rate  information  and  trends  not  up  to  date  as 
I  read  the  papers.    There  seems  to  be  an  office  glut.    What  about 
353  Sacramento?" 

"Page  45,  footnote  8  -  the  office  market  is  much  softer  than  that  reflected  in 
that  note." 

RESPONSE 

The  discussion  of  "Vacancy  Rates"  and  "Commercial  Rents"  on  pp.  42-43  of  the 
EIR  is  replaced  with  the  following: 

"Despite  an  increasing  office  vacancy  rate,  the  demand  for  office  space  in 
San  Francisco  is  relatively  strong  compared  with  other  metropolitan  areas 
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in  the  United  States.    This  fact  is  reflected  in  comparatively  high  rents 
for  office  space  and  a  continuing  low  vacancy  rate.    Annual  rents  for 
commercial  office  space  in  the  downtown  area  increased  over  350%  during 
the  last  decade,  rising  from  about  $8.50  per  square  foot  in  1970  to  about 
$30.00  per  square  foot  in  1981. /3/    Existing,  converted,  and  rehabilitated 
office  space  located  South-of-Market  rents  for  about  $12  to  $14  per  square 
foot;  new  South-of-Market  office  space  is  expected  to  rent  for  about  $23 
per  square  foot./3/ 

"Based  on  a  1982  survey  of  about  300  buildings,  the  Building  Owners  and 
Managers  Association  (BOMA)  of  San  Francisco  reports  a  citywide  office 
vacancy  rate  of  3.69%,  up  from  1.04%  in  1981. /4/    According  to  a  September 
30,  1982  report  by  Coldwell  Banker,  the  downtown  office  vacancy  rate  was 
3.6%,  up  from  0.3%  during  the  same  period  in  1981. /5//6/    The  3.6% 
downtown  vacancy  rate  was  among  the  lowest  in  the  nation  in  comparison 
with  other  major  downtown  financial  districts,  and  was  lower  than  the 
national  average  of  8.9%./5/    For    comparison,  the  September  30,  1982 
downtown  office  vacancy  rates  were  7.6%  in  Chicago,  2.8%  in  downtown 
Manhattan,  and  8.4%  in  Dallas. /5/ 

"A  vacancy  rate  of  5%  is  considered  to  be  the  normal  rate  in  an  active 
market.  The  low  vacancy  rate  experienced  in  San  Francisco  indicates  a 
continuing  demand  for  office  space  in  San  Francisco.  The  increase  in  the 
downtown  vacancy  rate  from  1981  to  1982  may  be  attributable  to  several 
factors,  including  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  available  office  space 
(due  to  new  space  being  completed  and  space  being  available  for  sublease), 
a  short-term  decrease  in  the  demand  for  office  space,  and  the  national 
economic  recession. 

"It  is  difficult  to  forecast  precisely  future  conditions  in  the  market  for 
office  space.    As  office  projects  under  review,  approved,  and  under 
construction,  totaling  about  17.4  million  square  feet,  are  completed,  more 
office  space  will  become  available.    The  increasing  availability  of 
downtown  office  space  in  the  near  future  may  result  in  a  higher  office 
vacancy  rate  and  may  lower  office  rents." 
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The  353  Sacramento  Street  Building  was  recently  sold  by  its  developer.  The 
new  owners  are  expected  to  aggressively  market  the  available  space. 

Footnotes  /3/  through  /8/  of  the  EIR  have  been  replaced  by  the  following: 

/3/    Memorandum  from  Dean  Maoris,  Director  of  Planning,  South  of  Market 

Interim  Controls,  January  26,  1982. 
/4/    "Building  Owners  and  Managers  Association  (BOMA)  News  Letter,"  July 

8,  1982. 

/5/    The  figure  of  3.7%  cited  in  the  Response  to  Comments  on  the  135  Main 
Street  Supplemental  EIR  was  based  on  preliminary  compilations 
obtained  prior  to  publication  of  the  data. 

/6/    Coldwell  Banker,  "Office  Vacancy  Index  of  the  United  States," 
September  30,  1982.    San  Francisco  vacancy  rates  are  part  of  a 
national  survey  of  24  major  downtown  districts  conducted  quarterly. 
A  copy  of  the  September  30,  1982  survey  is  on  file  and  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister 
Street,  5th  Floor. 


HOUSING 

Bonuses,  Credits,  Subsidies 
COMMENTS 

Kay  Pachtner:    "Page  26.    There  are  going  to  be  56  condominiums  built  in  the 
project.  .  .    They  are  going  to  cost  $300,000  to  $500,000.    Further  on  in  this 
EIR,  it  is  explained  that  the  developer  is  going  to  get  double  credits  for 
that,  flat  out,  under  OHPP.    A  quick  calculation  of  that  shows  that  the 
developer  is  going  to  then  realize  a  subsidy  of  somewhere  around  $8  million 
for  a  two-to-one  credit.    There  are  other  credits  because  of  the  bonus  factor. 

"Page  65  .  .  .  the  basic  FAR.  ...  the  figure  that's  come  up  with  is  20.1. 
Now,  [under]  current  zoning,  the  developer  would  be  entitled  to  13.1.    But  he 
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accumulates  credits  because  he's  building  housing.    And  he  is  accumulating 
credits  because  he  is  transferring  development  rights  for  a  total  of  20.1. 
That  is  where  I  get  the  subsidy  figure.    That  is  basically  double,  close  to 
double.  ...  If  you  take  a  look  at  what  the  project  figures  are,  that's  about 
an  $8,200,000  subsidy,  direct  subsidy,  in  allowing  the  developer  to  build  that 
much  more.    Therefore,  I  think  that  that  is  a  subsidy.    That's  triple  credits." 

RESPONSE 

The  first  part  of  the  "subsidy"  described  by  the  commenter  is  the  two  for  one 
housing  credits  that  could  be  awarded  to  the  sponsor  under  the  OHPP  Interim 
Guidelines  (January,  1982),  based  on  the  number  of  bedrooms  provided.  The 
awarding  of  multiple  housing  credits  for  multiple  bedroom  housing,  regardless 
of  the  price  of  that  housing,  is  permitted  by  City  policy  and  the  EIR  reflects 
this  policy. 

Ms.  Pachtner  argues  the  sponsor  is  being  given  triple  credits  because  the 
building  would  qualify  for  bonus  floor  area  under  the  City  Planning 
Commission's  Interim  Controls.    When  asked  to  clarify  her  hearing  comments 
(how  she  calculated  an  $8.2  million  subsidy  to  the  developer),  she  stated  that 
the  awarding  of  bonus  FAR  is  a  form  of  public  subsidy  because  the  City  is 
granting  use  of  its  air  rights.    The  awarding  of  a  bonus,  according  to 
Ms.  Pachtner,  is  intended  to  provide  a  public  good  for  which  she  assigned  a 
dollar  value.    (Kay  Pachtner,  Consumer  Action  Representative,  telephone 
conversation,  November  22,  1982).    Provisions  for  FAR  bonus  space  are 
described  in  Section  126  of  the  City  Planning  Code.    The  project  could  be 
awarded  bonus  floor  area  for  multiple  building  entrances,  rapid  transit 
proximity,  public  plazas,  and  side  setbacks,  any  of  which  may  be  considered 
beneficial  to  the  public.    According  to  the  Interim  Controls,  bonus  floor  area 
cannot  be  used  for  office  space;  bonus  floor  area  may  be  used  for  hotel  or 
residential  uses  when  approved  by  a  conditional  use  authorization.    Thus,  the 
project  would  use  its  bonus  floor  area  for  residential  condominiums. 
Additionally,  air  rights  are  privately  owned,  and  the  City  is  not  empowered  to 
grant  them  to  developers. 
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The  provision  of  housing  as  part  of  mixed  use  office  development  is  a  policy 
objective  of  the  City.    As  stated  in  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  63  of  the  EIR, 
"Through  the  proposed  provision  of  56  residential  units,  the  project  would 
respond  to  Objective  2  of  Policy  2  of  the  Residence  Element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan  which  recommends  multiple  residential  development  in 
conjunction  with  commercial  uses  in  the  Downtown  commercial  areas."  The 
awarding  of  bonus  floor  area  for  housing  is  also  consistent  with  Mayor  Dianne 
Feinstein's  memorandum  titled  "A  Six-Point  Program  for  Expanding  Housing  in 
San  Francisco"  (April  9,  1981),  which  states,  "To  further  encourage  this 
mixed-use  development  in  the  downtown  area,  I  am  asking  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  to  create  a  set  of  permanent  incentives  to  encourage  housing  in  the 
downtown  C-3  zoning  districts  by  providing  bonuses  in  floor  area  ratio  and  in 
height  limits  in  exchange  for  more  housing."    (Underscore  from  the  source.) 

Housing  Affordabil ity 

COMMENTS 

Kay  Pachtner:    "It  is  nowhere  explained  in  this  EIR  where  the  need  for 
$300,000  condos  lies  in  the  City  or  how  this  project  will  in  any  fashion 
create  that  need.    It  is  a  well-known  fact  in  San  Francisco  --  and,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  you  yourselves  have  several  times  discussed  the  glut  on  the 
market  of  condominiums  that  are  high  priced  and  unsold  .  .  .  Our  Mayor 
yesterday  mentioned  that  in  her  State  of  the  City  Address.    So  I  would  like  to 
have  explained  how  this  in  any  way  mitigates  and  can  be  counted  as  not  double, 
but  triple  credits  for  building  those  condominiums  in  this  project. 

"Down  below  [page  66]  where  it  says  'Provision  of  Housing,'  '56  two-bedroom 
on-site  condominiums  generating  112  housing  credits  proposed.'    Now,  if  we 
look  at  the  proposed  prices,  starting  at  $300,000,  and  just  double  that,  that 
is  another  subsidy  of  $16  million  --  $16,800,000.    So  there  are  enormous 
private  subsidies  being  granted  by  a  public  agency  if  this  is  allowed  to  stand 
the  way  it  is  written.    ...  I  would  ask  your  staff  to  justify  that  and 
explain  to  us  how  that  mitigates  any  of  the  impacts  of  this  project. 
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"Page  152  .  .  .  states  at  the  bottom  of  the  page  that,  '.  .  .  most  project 
employees  would  probably  not  be  able  to  purchase  the  proposed 
condominiums.'.  .  .  Again  I  have  to  ask,  .  .  .  how,  then,  do  we  justify  triple 
credits  for  housing  that  most  employees  in  this  project  can't  afford  and 
nobody  wants?  They  are  not  selling.    There  is  no  demand  for  these 
condominiums.    Unless  it  is  going  to  be  sold  to  those  corporations  and  not  in 
fact  for  housing,  but  sold  to  replace  hotel  rooms  because  maybe  hotel  rooms 
are  too  expensive  for  conferences  and  the  like,  and  if  that's  what's  going  to 
happen  with  that  housing,  then  that  also  doesn't  mitigate  anything.    We've  got 
to  make  sure  that  we  safeguard  any  housing  that  is  built  for  the  potential  and 
current  residents  of  this  town. 

"On  Page  142,  under  'Employment,  Housing  and  Fiscal  Factors,'  the  mitigation 
is  point  8,  and  it  is  56  two-bedroom  residential  condominiums  for  which  the 
developer  is  getting  .  .  .  triple  credits.    Again,  I  must  point  out  and  ask 
you  to  answer:    How  can  that  possibly  be  counted  as  mitigation  when  there  is 
no  shown,  demonstrated,  measured  need  for  $300,000  condominiums?    ...  It 
needs  to  be  explained,  how  the  developer  gets  the  enormous  subsidies  through 
triple  credits.    That  is  through  the  bonus  of  the  FAR  and  through  the 
automatic  double  credits  because  the  developer  is  building  condominiums." 

Conmissioner  Bierman:    "Page  142,  No.  8.    $300,000  to  $500,000  condominiums 
mitigate  almost  zero  of  demand  for  housing  generated  by  the  project. 
Somewhere  it  says  that  these  condos  will,  in  part,  mitigate  the  housing 
demand.    It  will  be  so  infinitesimal  that  I  don't  think  we  should  pretend  the 
housing  problem  created  by  these  downtown  buildings  will  be  mitigated  by  up  to 
half-million-dollar  condos. 

"On  Page  152,  the  last  sentence  says  '.  .  .  most  project  employees  would 
probably  not  be  able  to  purchase  the  proposed  condominiums.'" 

Sue  Hestor:    "Please  explain  why  these  extremely  high  priced  luxury  condos 
mitigate  anything?    A  better  mitigation  measure  would  be  to  disallow  any 
credits  (let  alone  MULTIPLE  CREDITS)  for  this  "housing"  for  which  you  have  no 
guarantees  that  it  would  house  any  of  the  people  who  work  in  the  project. 
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Proposed  alternative:    full  mitigation  with  rental  housing  provided  matching 
the  income  levels  of  the  average  downtown  work  force. 

"Please  explain  social  and  planning  value  of  the  condos  at  the  level  that  you 
expect  to  market  them  .  .  . 

"Page  26  -  given  the  cost  of  the  condos,  how  are  they  going  to  be  marketed? 
Will  project  sponsor  agree  to  limitation  prohibiting  sale  to  corporations  for 
transient  housing  and  to  other  non-primary  residence  occupants?    If  not,  why 
should  condos  be  considered  any  mitigation  at  all  for  housing  demand  generated 
by  project? 

"Additionally,  if  that  condition  [prohibition  of  sale  of  condominiums  to 
corporations]  is  not  agreed  to,  what  is  the  policy  reason  for  allowing  a 
conditional  use  for  that  housing,  so  that  value  and  size  and  environmental 
impacts  of  project  increase  with  no  particular  value  to  the  public  in  the 
'housing. '" 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth:    "Mitigation  measures  contained  in  the 
EIR  inadequately  address  the  impact  caused  by  the  increased  demand  on  the 
City's  housing  supply  generated  by  the  project's  office  development. 

"The  draft  EIR  notes  that  the  project  will  'contribute  to  increased  local 
housing  demand  and  a  jobs/housing  imbalance.'    (Draft  EIR,  p.  88).  The 
project  will  generate  demand  for  at  least  464  units  of  housing  in  San 
Francisco  while  providing  for  only  56  residential  condominium  units.  These 
units  will  sell  for  $300,000  to  $500,000  in  1982  dollars.    These  condominiums, 
priced  three  to  five  times  as  high  as  the  average  residential  unit  in  San 
Francisco,  will  do  nothing  to  address  the  problem  of  low  and  moderate  income 
housing." 

RESPONSE 

As  stated  in  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  90  of  the  EIR,  "According  to  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  housing  formula,  employees  of  the  project  would 
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generate  a  demand  for  464  dwelling  units  in  San  Francisco."    The  project 
sponsor  would  provide  56  market-rate  residential  units  (Mitigation  Measure  8, 
p.  142  of  the  EIR)  that  would  partially  mitigate  the  impacts  on  the  housing 
market  in  San  Francisco.    This  increased  supply  of  housing  would  meet  some  of 
the  demand  for  housing  in  the  City  and  thus  reduce  the  demand  on  other  units. 
The  OHPP  guidelines  do  not  require  the  sponsor  to  demonstrate  the  demand  for 
housing  in  order  to  be  entitled  to  housing  credits.    The  provision  of 
two-bedroom  condominiums  could  result  in  two  credits  per  unit,  not  triple 
credits  as  suggested. 

The  56  market-rate  units  to  be  included  in  the  project  would  also  be 
consistent  with  the  Mayor's  six-point  program  for  expanding  housing  in  San 
Francisco.    The  mayor's  program  advocates  mixed-use  residential/office 
building  development  in  the  downtown  and  asks  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
for  a  set  of  permanent  incentives  to  encourage  housing  by  providing  bonuses  in 
floor  area  ratio  and  height  in  exchange  for  housing.    (The  Mayor  also 
requested  that  the  Department  prepare  an  ordinance  requiring  that 
consideration  be  given  to  the  possibility  of  floor  area  bonuses.)    To  date,  no 
ordinance  has  been  adopted  implementing  the  provisions  of  the  Mayor's  action 
housing  program.    The  City  Planning  Commission  however,  has,  been  requiring 
the  provision  of  specified  numbers  of  units  of  housing  as  a  condition  of 
approval  of  projects  under  its  discretionary  review  and  Conditional  Use 
authorization  powers. 

Based  on  land  and  building  costs,  the  project  sponsor  could  not  provide  these 
on-site  housing  units  at  a  cost  affordable  to  most  project  employees  without 
some  forms  of  subsidy.    Consequently,  the  housing  to  be  provided  on  the 
project  site  would  be  more  costly  than  the  average  housing  in  San  Francisco. 
However,  housing  in  the  downtown  area  could  lessen  the  impact  on  Muni 
(assuming  that  residents  would  work  in  the  downtown  area  and  therefore  walk  to 
and  from  work),  and  vitalize  the  downtown  area  at  night  and  on  weekends. 

The  EIR  calculates  only  the  number  of  units  for  which  a  demand  is  expected  to 
be  generated  by  the  project.  Af fordabil ity  is  provided  as  extra  material  but 
impacts  are  not  based  on  affordabil ity  although  the  severity  of  impacts  may  be 
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judged  from  that  information.    Since  the  EIR  shows  a  housing  demand  of  464 
dwelling  units,  adverse  housing  impacts  would  remain  after  the  provision  of 
the  proposed  56  units.    As  stated  in  Mitigation  Measure  9,  p.  142  of  the  DEIR, 
"The  City  Planning  Commission  could  require  the  project  sponsor  to  satisfy  the 
remainder  of  the  demand  by  development  of  units  off-site  or  by  other  means 
such  as  contribution  to  a  non-profit,  housing  development  corporation  or 
participation  in  the  Mayor's  Office  Housing  Production  Program."  This 
mitigation  measure  could  be  made  a  condition  of  project  approval  by  the 
P 1 anning  Commiss ion . 

The  project  sponsor  could  encourage  owner  occupancy  in  the  project  by  means  of 
covenants,  conditions  and  restrictions  in  the  deed.    The  project,  however,  is 
proposed  to  be  open  occupancy.    There  could  be  legal  and  enforcement  problems 
in  attempting  to  limit  sales  of  project  housing  units  to  corporations.    If  a 
corporation  intended  to  buy  a  housing  unit  and  were  to  purchase  one  of  the 
project  condominiums,  that  corporation  would  not  buy  a  unit  elsewhere  in  the 
City.    Therefore,  a  unit  elsewhere  in  the  housing  market  would  be  available 
for  purchase  by  other  buyers. 

Median  Rents 

COMMENTS 

Kay  Pachtner:    ".  .  .We  are  given  figures  that  are  totally  unrealistic. 
.  .  .    On  Page  44  we  are  told  that  $310  is  the  medium  (sic)  rent  in  San 
Francisco.    Now,  that  can't  be,  and  we  know  it  can't  be,  and  we  know  it  isn't. 
.  .  .  I  would  like  to  have  your  staff  .  .  .  take  the  Progress  in  the  real 
estate  section  on  any  Sunday  and  use  that,  if  that  is  the  best  available 
information.    I  don't  think  it  is,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  we  have  to  operate 
with  the  best  information  available  to  us.    And  telling  us  the  $310  is  the 
medium  rent  in  San  Francisco  is  not  true.    It  certainly  is  way  off.    The  same 
with  the  $104,000  figure  for  a  home.    That  is  probably  not  as  bad,  but  it  is 
still  misleading." 
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Sue  Hestor:    "Page  43  -  that  rental  vacancy  rate  is  distorted  because  many  of 
the  vacant  units  are  on  the  market  at  outrageously  high  rents.    Low  and 
moderate  income  housing  has  no  where  near  a  4.2%  vacancy  rate  -  especially  if 
it  is  habitable.    $310  average  rent  is  totally  ridiculous  and  is  definitely 
not  what  is  on  the  market." 

RESPONSE 

The  rental  vacancy  rate  of  4.2%  was  derived  from  U.S.  Census  data.    The  Census 
did  not  disaggregate  vacant  rental  units  by  rental  costs.    While  no  data 
exists  that  would  allow  a  separate  calculation  of  the  low-  and  moderate- income 
rental  vacancy  rate,  it  would  be  reasonable  to  assume  that  the  vacancy  rate 
for  low-  and  moderate- income  rental  apartments  is  lower  than  the  vacancy  rate 
of  upper- income  rental  units. 

Census  data  include  residential  hotels  in  the  residential  category.  The 
vacancy  rate  for  residential  hotels  was  higher  than  the  vacancy  rate  for  other 
types  of  rental  units  in  1973.    This  may  not  be  the  case  today  due  to  the 
immigration  of  Southeast  Asians  who  are  occupying  such  units,  the  recent 
conversion  of  some  residential  hotels  to  transient  use,  and  the  withholding 
from  the  rental  market  of  some  vacant  units.    The  1980  Census  data  on  this 
category  of  use  has  not  yet  been  processed. /I/    The  City-wide  vacancy  rate  for 
rental  units  reported  by  the  Census  may  be  higher  than  the  vacancy  rate  for 
rental  units  exclusive  of  residential  hotels.    Should  residential  hotels  be 
included  in  the  City's  stock  of  low-  and  moderate- income  rental  housing,  the 
vacancy  rate  for  low-  and  moderate- income  rental  units  may  not  be  lower  than 
the  vacancy  rate  for  upper- income  rental  units. 

The  information  on  housing  prices  on  pp.  43-44  of  the  EIR  is  based  on  data 
derived  from  the  1980  U.S.  Census.    As  stated  on  p.  44,  the  $267  median  census 
rent  was  inflated  to  $310  using  the  Consumer  Price  Index.    This  was  done  to 
provide  a  more  realistic  indication  of  rents  in  San  Francisco.    U.S.  Census 
data  for  San  Francisco  are  the  result  of  a  comprehensive  survey  of  city 
residents.    A  median  price  indicates  that  half  of  the  prices  are  above  and 
half  below  the  median  value. 
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Vacant  units  that  are  available  for  rent  are  not  covered  by  the  City's  Rent 
Stabilization  Ordinance.    The  prices  of  these  units  in  an  unrestricted  market 
would  be  equal  to  whatever  price  the  market  can  bear.    Recently  rented  units 
can  be  expected  to  rent  for  higher  prices  than  currently  occupied  dwellings. 

Additional  information  on  rents  and  home  ownership  prices  appears  in  Table  D-4 
on  pp.  387-388  of  the  EIR.    Included  in  the  information  provided  is  a  1980 
survey  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  of  rents  advertised  in  newspapers, 
which  showed  a  median  advertised  rent  of  $455  (in  1982  dollars).    As  stated  on 
p.  388  of  the  EIR,  "these  data  are  based  on  a  small  sample  of  newspaper  ads 
and  may  not  reflect  true  rental  costs."    Newspaper  ads  do  not  reflect  the 
median  rent.    Not  all  units,  particularly  lower-priced  units,  are  advertised 
in  newspapers.    The  range  of  home  prices  in  the  City  provided  in  Table  D-4  is 
from  $95,000  to  $236,000. 

/I/  M.  F.  Groat  Department  of  City  Planning,  telephone  communication, 
December  3,  1982. 

Cumulative  Housing  Demand 

COMMENTS 

Kay  Pachtner:    "Pages  88,  89  and  90,  .  .  .  housing  demand.    ...  It  is  stated 
in  this  EIR,  and  I  think  it  is  the  first  one  of  these  that  I've  been  looking 
at  where  it  is  claimed,  at  the  bottom  of  Page  90,  the  last  sentence,  "...  it 
is  not  possible  to  quantify  the  effect  on  City  housing  prices  that  would 
result  from  housing  demand  created  by  the  proposed  project.'    And  yet  on  Page 
89,  the  bottom  paragraph  says,  'The  demand  for  11,400  units  that  is  assumed  to 
be  due  to  cumulative  office  development,  but  not  satisfied  through  office 
developer-sponsored  housing  construction,  may  result  in  higher  housing  prices, 
higher  rents,  and  lower  vacancy  rates.'    I  judge  that  statement  is  the  correct 
one,  and  the  inability  to  quantify  is  the  incorrect  one.    The  inability  is 
there  if  there  is  no  will  to  demand  it,  but  we've  got  to." 
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San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth:    "This  housing  crisis  will  be 
exacerbated  by  continued  development  in  the  area:    according  to  the  EIR's  own 
analysis,  7.7  million  gross  square  feet  of  office  space  will  be  added  when 
buildings  presently  under  construction  are  finished,  and  another  5.4  million 
square  feet  of  office  space  has  been  approved." 

RESPONSE 

The  two  sentences  referred  to  by  Ms.  Pachtner  are  not  mutually  exclusive. 
While  the  first  identifies  a  demand  based  on  cumulative  growth,  the  second 
indicates  the  effects  of  this  demand  on  City  housing  prices.    The  demand  for 
housing  units  in  San  Francisco  created  by  a  proposed  project  is  calculated 
using  a  formula  in  the  "Office/Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP)  Interim 
Guidelines"  (January  1982).    This  formula  does  not  quantify  the  project's 
effect  on  City  housing  prices.    In  order  to  calculate  these  effects,  detailed 
data  on  a  household's  ability  to  pay,  personal  preferences,  national  economic 
trends,  and  regional  growth  in  housing  stock,  employment  and  population  would 
be  needed.    Data  is  scarce,  and  methods  of  quantifying  housing  demand/supply 
relationships,  precise  enough  to  provide  accurate  pricing  information,  are  not 
available. 

The  Bank  of  Canton  California  Headquarters  Final  EIR,  EE  80.296,  certified 
July  15,  1982,  page  88a,  states  that  "It  is  not  possible  to  estimate  the 
effects  on  San  Francisco  housing  prices  resulting  from  housing  demand  created 
by  the  proposed  project,  as  housing  demand  and  costs  are  also  affected  by 
regional  growth  in  housing  stock,  employment,  and  population,  and  by  national 
economic  trends."    The  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Headquarters 
Final  EIR,  EE  80.339,  certified  July  22,  1982,  p.  65  also  makes  this  point  by 
stating  "Without  detailed  data  on  San  Francisco  housing  demand  (such  as 
household's  ability  to  pay,  preferences,  etc.),  no  quantification  of  the 
effects  on  the  City's  housing  prices  resulting  from  housing  demand  created  by 
the  proposed  project  is  possible." 

COMMENT 

Kay  Pachtner:    "Further  up  on  Page  90,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  bottom  of  the 
first  paragraph  there,  again  it  states,  'It  is  not  possible  to  predict  how 
such  factors  would  affect  these  other  communities  or  where  those  people 
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preferring  to  live  in  San  Francisco  would  settle  if  they  are  unable  to  settle 
in  San  Francisco.'    And  yet  that  middle  paragraph  goes  on,  according  to  OHPP, 
and  talks  about  where  they  are  going  to  live  and  what  the  percentage  of  them 
that  is  going  to  live  in  other  communities.    It  seems  to  me  that  is  a  direct 
contradiction.    And  if  it  is  not,  then  someone  in  the  responses  to  my  comments 
will  have  to  explain  to  me  why  it  isn't  contradictory,  because  it  sure  looks 
like  it  is." 

RESPONSE 

The  distribution  of  project  households  in  San  Francisco  and  other  Bay  Area 
counties  (on  p.  90  of  the  EIR)  is  based  on  the  results  of  surveys  done  for 
five  other  EIRs  (see  Appendix  D,  Table  D-2,  p.  385,  footnote  (b)).  These 
surveys  revealed  that  40%  of  office  employees  actual ly  live  in  San  Francisco. 
The  assumptions  of  the  OHPP  are  that  40%  of  office  employees  desire  to  live  in 
San  Francisco.    Assuming  that  40%  desire  to  live  in  San  Francisco,  and  given 
the  relative  high  cost  of  San  Francisco  housing,  it  is  apparent  that  all 
households  desiring  to  live  in  San  Francisco  would  not  actually  find  housing 
in  San  Francisco  because  of  affordabil ity  constraints. 

The  EIR  does  assume  that  40%  of  employees  would  actually  choose  to  live  in 
San  Francisco.    This  represents  a  worst-case  assumption  of  San  Francisco 
housing  impacts.    In  order  to  provide  an  indication  of  impacts  where  actual 
data  is  lacking,  CEQA  allows  such  assumptions  to  be  made.    However,  neither 
the  actual  portion  of  the  40%  desiring  to  live  in  San  Francisco  that  would  do 
so,  nor  the  distribution  in  other  counties  of  those  not  finding  housing  in  San 
Francisco,  can  be  reliably  quantified. 

Subsidies 
COMMENTS 

Kay  Pachtner:    "On  Page  91,  .  .  .  it  is  stated  that  'No  federal  or  state 
subsidies  for  housing  are  presently  available  to  developers,'  and  that's  the 
excuse  for  not  having  to  provide  ten  percent  low-  to  moderate- i ncome  housing 
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in  this  project,  because  this  project  is  over  50  units.    It's  59.    'No  federal 
or  state  subsidies  for  housing  are  presently  available  to  developers.'  Well, 
I  don't  think  that  is  true.    There's  $20  million  in  CDBG  monies  that  go  to  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  that's  for  low-  and  moderate- income  housing.    That  is  a 
subsidy  available.    There  are  State  bonds  --  the  whole  program  that  we've  got 
is  backed  up  by  the  State.    The  State  is  guaranteeing  that  money.    Those  are 
monies  that  are  available  for  subsidies.    There  is  also  in  the  City,  as  we  are 
all  fully  aware,  I  think,  the  $153  million  in  surplus  that  could  be  used  to 
subsidize." 

Sue  Hestor:    "Page  91  -  why  do  we  have  to  restrict  subsidies  to  federal  or 
state?    Why  not  have  the  city  make  it  a  REQUIREMENT  of  all  of  those  who  want 
to  exploit  and  make  money  from  their  proposed  condo  projects.    Explain  policy 
reason,  and  master  plan  implications,  of  restricting  the  blinders  so  narrowly." 

RESPONSE 

The  City  Subdivision  Code  in  Section  1341  (a)  required  that  10%  of  the  units 
in  a  subdivision  of  50  or  more  units  be  low-  and  moderate- income  units  only  if 
public  subsidies  are  available.    Absent  such  subsidies,  the  City  has  not 
implemented  inclusion  of  10%  low-and  moderate- income  units  because  requiring 
developers  to  absorb  such  costs  could  jeopardize  the  financial  feasibility  of 
a  project.    The  Master  Plan  encourages,  but  does  not  require,  provision  of 
low-  and  moderate- income  housing. 

On  p.  91,  the  last  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  is  replaced  with  the 
following:    "No  subsidies  for  such  housing  are  presently  available  to 
developers. /9a/    The  project  would  provide  56  condominiums  and  would  not 
include  any  low-  and  moderate- income  housing.    The  sales  prices  of  the  56 
proposed  condominium  units,  which  would  range  from  $300,000  to  $500,000  (1982 
dollars),  would  be  too  high  to  qualify  for  low-interest  financing  that  will  be 
available  to  low-  and  moderate- income  households  under  the  mortgage  assistance 
program  being  developed  by  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development ./9a/" 

Note  /9a/  is  added  on  p.  101: 
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'79a/    Barbara  Smith,  Housing  Specialist,  Office  of  Community  Development, 
telephone  conversations,  February  17,  and  March  18,  1982." 

The  City  has  not  stated  any  intent  to  use  its  budget  surplus  to  subsidize 
housing.    If  it  were  to  do  so,  proposed  on-site  housing  would  probably  be  too 
expensive  to  be  eligible.    However,  off-site  housing  provision  by  the 
developer  could  be  implemented  in  conjunction  with  OHPP  and/or  could  be 
eligible  for  assistance. 

Housing  Demand  Decision-Making 

COMMENT 

Kay  Pachtner:    "where  the  employees  will  live  as  a  result  of  individual 
decision-making,  ...    we  see  a  nice  indication  that  free  will  has  something 
or  other  to  do  with  what's  going  to  go  on  in  San  Francisco.    But  it  seems  to 
me  that  for  the  purposes  of  this  report,  it's  irrelevant,  because  what's 
currently  going  on  in  the  housing  market  is,  there  are  no  choices  out  there, 
and  if  there  are  no  choices,  it  seems  to  me  that  it's  up  to  this  body  of 
people,  the  City  Planning  Commission,  to  make  sure  that,  in  fact,  new 
employees  that  come  into  this  town  as  a  result  of  this  project  do  have  some 
choices.    And  that  is  your  decision  to  make.    It  seems  to  me  you  must  demand 
the  information  to  make  it." 

RESPONSE 

The  housing  market  conditions  in  San  Francisco  are  discussed  in  the  EIR  on 
pp.  43-44  and  88-93.    The  EIR  describes  published  rents  and  vacancy  rates.  On 
p.  43  it  summarizes,  "Both  regional  and  San  Francisco  housing  stocks  are 
characterized  by  low  growth  rates,  low  vacancy  rates,  and  high  rental  and 
purchase  costs  in  relation  to  typical  wages  paid."    Housing  costs  described  in 
the  EIR  are  for  units  that  are  occupied;  it  is  not  intended  to  imply  that  such 

housing  is  available.    Lower-cost  housing  is  generally  assumed  to  have  lower 
vacancy  rates  than  higher-cost  housing. 
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All  information  in  the  EIR  is  provided  to  assist  the  commissioners  in  making 
decisions  regarding  the  project. 

Employment  and  Af fordabi 1 ity  Studies 

COMMENTS 

Kay  Pachtner:    "Page  93  continues  along  the  same  new  lines  that  I'd  have  to 
designate  as  fraudulent  for  these  reports,  simply  because  they  don't  have 
anything  that  is  usable.    Again,  it  is  a  conclusion  by  Questor,  .  .  .  that 
'household  income  of  project  employees,  distribution  of  housing  demand,  and 
magnitude  of  new  demand  can  only  be  accurately  determined  by  surveying 
occupants  of  buildings  comparable  to  an  office  project.'    I  think  that  should 
be  done.    The  study  states  that  without  such  detailed  information,  'it  is  not 
feasible  to  quantify  with  reasonable  accuracy  the  housing  affordabil ity 
parameters  associated  with  new  office  construction.'    We  can't  accept  that. 
And  who  are  these  people  that  are  being  paid  to  do  this  anyway?    And  why  are 
we  allowing  them  to  be  hired  to  tell  us  that?    It's  useless." 

"Page  86,  .  .  .  employment  and  the  multiplier  effects.    All  we  are  given  are 
figures.    We  are  not  given  any  information  about  what  kind  of  jobs  those 
people  are  expected  to  have  and  what  kind  of  salaries  they  are  expected  to 
get.    .  .  .  Unless  and  until  we  have  that  kind  of  information,  it  doesn't  seem 
to  me  that  we  can  provide  proper  mitigation.    We  can't  calculate  how  much 
people  are  going  to  be  able  to  afford  to  pay  for  homes,  ...  as  is  admitted 
later  --  and  contradictory,  I  might  say,  to  the  OHPP,  there  are  ways  to  find 
that  information  out.  .  .  .  one  of  those  ways  is  to  hire  [Questor]  to  go  into 
one  of  the  buildings  in  San  Francisco  that  currently  exists  and  take  one  of 
those  surveys  that  they  discuss  they  may  do  in  the  future,  ...  do  it  now. 
Take  a  comparable  building,  the  comparable  number  of  employees,  and  find  out 
what  the  majority  of  the  employees  are  earning.    I  would  venture  to  say  that 
it's  more  than  likely  going  to  be  a  whole  lot  of  people  on  the  clerical, 
secretarial,  staff  backup  as  opposed  to  executives  and  managers." 
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RESPONSE 

Available  data  on  housing  prices  and  incomes  of  office  workers  is  summarized 
in  Table  D-4  on  pp.  387-388.    This  data  indicates  that  office  workers'  incomes 
range  from  about  $8,300  to  $300,000.    A  1981  survey  of  employees  at  the 
601  Montgomery  St.  Building  was  done  for  the  Montgomery-Washington  Building 
FEIR,  81.104E,  certified  January  28,  1982.    The  principal  tenants  of  601 
Montgomery  were  insurance  agencies,  financial  firms,  and  lawyers.    The  survey 
revealed  that  34%  of  the  office  workers  in  that  building  were  professionals, 
36%  were  middle  management,  and  30%  were  secretarial/support  workers.  Incomes 
of  601  Montgomery  St.  employees  ranged  from  $10,000  to  $300,000  and  averaged 
about  $52,000.    While  a  survey  was  not  done  for  the  333  Bush  EIR,  additional 
detailed  survey  data  is  being  prepared  for  the  Downtown  EIR.    The  survey  for 
the  Downtown  EIR  will  cover  all  of  the  downtown.    Even  without  such  survey 
data,  it  would  be  reasonable  to  assume  that,  in  general,  more  downtown  office 
employees  have  secretarial/clerical  occupations  than  management  executive 
positions.    The  distribution  of  employees  in  the  proposed  project  is  difficult 
to  forecast  because  specific  tenants  are  not  known. 

The  statement  quoted  by  the  commenter  on  p.  93  of  the  EIR  was  made  by  Questor 
Associates,  an  urban  economics  firm  based  in  San  Francisco  hired  to  assist  the 
City  in  determining  the  factors  affecting  a  housing  affordabil ity  analysis. 
The  firm  was  not  hired  to  do  a  survey  of  downtown  employees.    Such  a  survey 
would  be  beyond  the  scope  of  this  EIR.    Such  a  survey  would  be  prohibitively 
expensive  for  a  single-project  EIR  and  would  need  to  cover  all  of  the  downtown 
area.    Surveys  of  employees  to  determine  socio-economic  data  are  not  required 
by  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act.    As  in  other  sections  of  this 
EIR,  socio-economic  information  has  been  included  as  additional  information 
for  decision-makers.    The  title  "Table  D-4"  has  been  added  to  the  top  of  the 
"Housing  Affordabil ity  by  Household  Income"  table  on  p.  387. 
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Affordabmty 
COMMENT 

Kay  Pachtner:    "At  the  bottom  of  Page  93,  'Most  project  employees,  except  the 
lowest-paid  clerical  employees  desiring  to  live  alone,  would  be  able  to  afford 
rental  housing  in  San  Francisco.'    Where  is  the  evidence  for  that?    It  is 
nowhere  in  here.    Where  is  the  evidence  that  shows  that  most  employees,  except 
the  lowest  paid  clericals  --  who  are  going  to  be  the  most  of  the  employees,  no 
doubt  --  no  matter  what  the  hopes  and  dreams  are  of  the  developer." 

"'.  .  .  the  most  critical  variable  affecting  the  housing  af fordabi 1 ity 
analysis  would  be  a  new  household's  ability  to  pay  for  housing.'    That  is 
true.    Then  we  have  to  go  back  all  the  way  to  Page  248  to  find  out  who  can 
afford  any  of  the  housing  that  is  going  to  be  developed  as  a  part  of  this 
project.    We  see  clearly  that  a  minimum  salary  one  must  have  is  something  like 
$102,000  a  year.    ...  You  have  to  have  $101,000  income  to  afford  the  lowest 
price  home  that's  going  to  be  built  in  this  project.    That  assumes  a  mortgage 
of  about  $236,000.    Again,  I  must  point  out  that  that  is  not  where  the  housing 
crisis,  where  the  housing  needs  are  in  this  town.    And,  I  dare  say,  that  is 
not  where  the  housing  needs  are  going  to  be  when  we  find  out  who  the  new 
employees  are." 

Commissioner  Karasick:    "On  Page  152,  the  last  paragraph,  where  it  says 
"...  most  project  employees  would  probably  not  be  able  to  purchase  the 
proposed  condominiums,'  I  think  you  ought  to  just  bite  the  bullet  and  take  out 
the  word  'probably,'  since  on  Page  249  it  says  that  the  average  project  median 
income  would  be  $25,000  to  $30,000." 

RESPONSE 

Most  project  employees  would  not  be  able  to  afford  the  project  condominiums. 
Assuming  a  median  income  of  $25,000  for  an  office  employee,  that  worker  could 
afford  about  $625  monthly  for  housing.    Using  the  assumptions  in  the  housing 
affordabil ity  analysis  in  Appendix  D,  Table  D-4,  pp.  387-388,  a  household  with 
a  $25,000  income  could  afford  a  house  worth  about  $58,100.    Such  a  household 
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would  probably  not  be  able  to  find  affordable  purchase  housing  in  San 
Francisco  and  would  enter  the  rental  housing  market.    Using  1980  census  data, 
about  two-thirds  of  new  households  due  to  the  project  could  be  expected  to 
enter  the  rental  housing  market.    The  project  would  not  expand  the  supply  of 
rental  housing. 

Data  in  Table  D-4  rely  upon  published  sources  of  office  worker  incomes  (not 
household  income),  and  prices  of  housing  (without  regard  to  housing 
availability).    Assumptions  are  made  regarding  ratio  of  housing  expenses  to 
income,  mortgage  interest  rates,  and  down  payments.    Annual  individual  incomes 
range  from  $8,300,  the  mean  1980  income  of  inexperienced  file  clerks,  to 
$300,000,  the  highest  salary  for  corporate  officers.    Available  data  indicates 
that  most  office  worker  households  earn  more  than  $11,560  annually;  with  a 
median  income  estimated  to  be  $25,000  to  $30,000.    A  detailed  discussion  of 
office  worker  income  is  contained  in  the  466  Bush  Street  Final  EIR,  81.175E, 
certified  August  26,  1982,  pages  41-42  and  hereby  incorporated  by  reference. 
Analysis  based  on  these  data  and  assumptions  indicate  that  most  project 
employees  would  not  be  able  to  afford  ownership  housing  in  San  Francisco, 
although  some  would  be  able  to  do  so,  depending  on  the  number  of  workers  per 
household.    Most  project  employees,  except  the  lowest-paid  clerical  employees 
desiring  to  live  alone,  would  be  able  to  afford  rental  housing  in  San 
Francisco,  as  stated  on  p.  93  of  the  EIR. 

"Probably"  has  been  deleted  from  the  last  sentence  of  the  last  paragraph  on 
p.  152. 

Effects  of  Housing  Locations  on  Commute  Patterns 
COMMENT 

Sue  Hester:    "Please  note  how  commute  patterns  change  as  people  increase  the 
radius  of  acceptable  housing  locations  because  of  housing  costs.    What  is 
acceptable  these  days?    When  will  it  be  Stockton,  Davis,  at  current  rates  of 
expansion?    Ditto  p.  90." 
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RESPONSE 

The  distribution  of  households  of  project  employees  is  discussed  on  pp.  88-91 
and  in  Table  D-2  on  p.  385  of  the  EIR.    Survey  results  (see  footnote  "fb)"  on 
p.  385)  indicate  that  the  distribution  of  downtown  office  employees  by  county 
is  as  follows:    40%  in  San  Francisco,  18%  in  the  Peninsula  (San  Mateo  and 
Santa  Clara),  30%  in  the  East  Bay  (Contra  Costa  and  Alameda),  and  12%  in  the 
North  Bay  (Marin  and  Sonoma).    Available  survey  data  indicate  that  less  than 
1%  of  project  employees  would  live  outside  these  immediate  Bay  Area  counties. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  project  employees  would  live  in  Yolo  or  San  Joaquin 
Counties,  or  in  Davis  or  Stockton. 

Housing  choices  are  the  result  of  individual  decision-making  and  involve 
preference  as  well  as  housing  cost  factors.    As  stated  on  p.  92  of  the  EIR, 
"Preference  information  is  complex,  involving  many  factors  such  as  number  of 
bedrooms,  type  of  neighborhood,  family  composition  and  commute  distance  to 
work."    While  project  employees  would  probably  desire  a  relatively  short 
commute,  the  decision  of  where  to  live  may  be  affected  by  the  commuting 
patterns  of  other  household  members  and  their  collective  relative  preference 
for  shorter  commuting  distances  versus  suburban  housing  amenities.  Such 
amenities  may  include  less  congestion,  more  open  space,  type  of  school  system 
and  other  factors.    Thus,  housing  costs  may  not  be  the  primary  factor  in 
determining  residential  location  of  project  employees  and  their  corresponding 
commute  patterns. 

Demand  for  Project  Housing 

COMMENT 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth:  "This  generation  of  housing  need  will 
be  occurring  in  an  already  over-burdened  housing  market,  where  the  housing 

market  is  characterized  by  'low  growth  rates,  low  vacancy  rates,  and  high 
rental  and  purchase  costs  in  relation  to  typical  wages  paid.'    (Draft  EIR, 
p.  93)" 
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RESPONSE 

Comment  Acknowledged. 

FISCAL  FACTORS 
Costs  to  the  City 
COMMENT 

Kay  Pachtner:    "On  [page]  96,  still  under  environmental  impact  each  one  of 
these  studies  has  shown  all  the  way  along  downtown  developments  don't  add  to 
the  cost  of  City  services.    As  a  matter  of  fact,  they  subtract  from  them 
because  they  are  built  so  much  safer.    ...  It  was  just  a  week  or  so  ago  that 
ex-Chief  Nelder  in  his  position  as  a  member  of  the  Police  Commission  talked 
about  the  need,  .  .  .  and  I  believe  it  was  approved,  to  put  more  patrol  cops 
downtown  because  we  had  to  have  traffic  control.    And  the  reason  we  have  to 
have  traffic  control  is  because  there  is  such  incredible  congestion.    That  act 
on  the  part  of  the  Police  Commission,  if  in  fact  they  would  assign  more 
officers  that  have  to  take  time  off  to  direct  the  traffic,  directly 
contradicts  what  these  statements  say.    So  I  think  there  has  to  be  some 
reconciliation  there. 

"Page  150.    Again,  I  have  to  point  out  that  this  also  is  a  contradiction  of 
Chief  Nelder  about  how  it  is  not  going  to  cost  anything  in  public  services  to 
have  this  project  built.    And  if  there  were  going  to  be  anything  about  child 
care,  I  guess  it  would  be  there." 

RESPONSE 

Impacts  of  the  project  on  the  various  community  services  are  discussed  in  the 
initial  study,  pp.  345-348  of  the  EIR.    Costs  for  community  services  such  as 
fire  and  police  protection,  schools,  and  energy  facilities  are  expected  to 
decline  on  a  per  capita  served  basis.    Because  of  the  considerable  increase  in 
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the  number  of  people  served,  total  costs  for  community  services  would  be 
higher  than  without  the  project.    Increased  traffic  patrols,  if  instituted, 
would  represent  part  of  this  additional  cost.    The  last  sentence  of  the  fourth 
paragraph  on  p.  96  states  that  costs  for  servicing  this  site  would  increase 
with  the  project. 

Fiscal  Impacts  on  MUNI 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Sklar:    "Fiscal  Impacts  on  Muni  (pp.  96,  97)  and  Mitigating 
Measures  for  Fiscal  Impacts  on  Muni  (p.  143):    Using  the  method  outlined  in 
the  Transit  Development  Fee  Cost  Analysis  compiled  by  the  San  Francisco  PUC 
Bureau  of  Finance  the  marginal  cost  to  MUNI  to  provide  service  over  the 
economic  life  of  the  building  could  be  approximately  $4,790,000 
($9.18  X  521,805  -  the  latter  being  the  gross  square  footage  of  office  space). 

"As  stated  in  the  report,  should  the  Transit  Development  Fee  be  upheld  in 
court,  the  one  time  payment  to  MUNI  from  the  building  would  be  approximately 
$2,608,000,  based  on  a  rate  of  $5.00/square  foot. 

"The  discrepancy  between  the  two  is  over  $2,000,000.    Furthermore,  the 
Development  Fee  is  still  not  assured. 

"Furthermore,  as  stated  in  the  Cost  Analysis,  it  'includes  only  those  marginal 
costs  which  would  be  incurred  in  adding  one  or  very  few  vehicle  trips  to  the 
current  peak  period  schedule.'    If  the  projected  390  projected  peak  hour  MUNI 
trips  are  counted  along  with  the  cumulative  input  of  other  projects,  there 
will  be  costs  for  capital  expenditures  and  supervisory  and  support  staff, 
because  MUNI  will  have  to  expand  the  overall  scope  of  service  to  deal  with 
those  projected  increases  in  peak  hour  patronage  (390  peak  hour  trips  alone 
would  probably  generate  costs  in  excess  of  the  marginal  costs  covered  by  the 
Development  Fee) ." 
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Sue  Hestor:    "The  cumulative  costs  to  Muni  for  equipment  are  considerable,  yet 
the  entire  focus  here  is  on  the  subsidy  per  rider.    But  on  what  equipment? 
Please  incorporate  Carl  Imparato's  comments  on  Muni  formula  used  in  Spear/Main 
Draft  EIR.    You  are  still  using  the  same  data,  so  his  comments  are  still 
relevant.       The  transit  fee  is  in  litigation  and  the  Commission  has  shown  no 
will  to  require  payment  as  a  condition  of  approval,  i.e.,  guarantee  payment 
will  be  there  by  time  building  opens,  not  merely  a  hope  that  the  courts  will 
sustain  the  fee  and  Board  of  Supervisors  won't  undo  it." 

RESPONSE 

Should  the  one-time  Transit  Development  Fee  be  implemented,  revenues  collected 
from  the  project  sponsor  would  be  placed  in  a  trust  fund,  in  accordance  with 
the  ordinance  (224-81).    Project  contributions,  intended  to  finance  increased 
costs  of  service  due  to  the  project,  would  probably  be  treated  as  an  annuity 
paying  a  steady  income  but  becoming  depleted  at  the  end  of  the  building's 
useful  life  (45  years).    Annual  proceeds  from  the  fund  would  depend  on  the 
interest  earned.    At  an  interest  rate  equal  to  the  prevailing  rate  of 
inflation,  a  fund  starting  with  $2,608,000  would  contribute  about  $58,000 
(1982  dollars)  annually  for  45  years.    If  the  interest  rate  exceeded  inflation 
by  2.5%  /I/,  annual  revenues  would  be  about  $97,000  (1982  dollars). 

The  annual  marginal  cost  associated  with  a  $4.79  million  lifetime  cost  would 
be  about  $106,500.    Thus  the  project  would  result  in  a  net  deficit  to  Muni 
(based  strictly  on  Muni's  marginal  cost  figures  and  assuming  implementation  of 
the  one-time  $5/sq.  ft.  fee)  of  from  $9,500  to  $48,500  annually.    As  discussed 
on  pp.  96-98  of  the  DEIR,  Muni  currently  receives  about  10%  of  the  City's 
General  Fund  revenue.    The  project  would  generate  about  $2.85  million  in 
General  Fund  revenue,  resulting  in  a  $285,000  annual  tax  allocation  to  Muni  if 
the  percentage  of  General  Fund  revenues  to  Muni  remains  the  same  as  at  the 
present  (see  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  97  of  the  DEIR).    Even  without  the 
one-time  Transit  Assessment  Fee,  the  $285,000  annual  General  Fund  allocations 
to  Muni  resulting  from  the  project  would  more  than  offset  the  calculated 
annual  marginal  cost  deficit  of  $106,500  attributable  to  the  project. 
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As  stated  by  the  commenter,  the  marginal  cost  data  provided  by  Muni  does  not 
include  major  capital  expenditures  and  additional  supervisory  and  support 
staff  that  would  be  required  to  service  cumulative  downtown  development.  A 
marginal  cost  analysis  is  only  appropriate  for  incremental  additions  in 
passengers,  such  as  passenger  trips  added  by  a  single  office  building,  and  is 
not  applicable  to  a  cumulative  cost  analysis. 

An  appropriate  technique  for  determining  the  costs  to  Muni  of  cumulative 
development  would  be  an  average  cost  analysis  which  would  include  both  capital 
and  operating  costs.    Application  of  this  technique,  however,  is  limited 
because  relevant  capital  cost  data  are  not  available  from  Muni.  Further, 
capital  costs  are  difficult  to  allocate  on  a  person-trip  basis,  as  capital 
expenditures  occur  from  time  to  time  in  large  amounts,  not  necessarily 
annually.    The  established  method  of  allocating  capital  costs  is  through 
depreciation,  which  is  based  on  historical  depreciation  costs,  not  replacement 
costs.    An  estimate  based  on  depreciation  costs  would  be  low  in  comparison 
with  the  costs  of  new  capital  improvements  required  for  a  single  passenger 
trip.    The  use  of  existing  capital  cost  data  would  underestimate  future 
capital  cost  needs.    Existing  Muni  accounting  statistics  do  not  enable  future 
capital  costs  to  be  calculated  on  a  per  passenger  trip  basis. /2/ 

The  data  contained  in  the  study  prepared  on  the  proposed  transit  assessment 
district/3/,  referred  to  as  "the  report"  by  Commissioner  Sklar,  cannot  be 
applied  to  determining  the  costs  to  Muni  of  cumulative  downtown  development. 
The  data  were  generated  to  calculate  the  net  current  deficit  of  Muni  on  a 
per-square-mile  basis.    The  study  also  contains  data  on  operating  costs  per 
passenger  mile  and  revenue  per  passenger  trip.    The  total  number  of  downtown 
passenger  trips  was  not  determined,  however,  for  the  study.    According  to 
Bruce  Bernhard,  Muni  Chief  Accountant/4/  the  net  deficit  per  passenger  trip 
cannot  be  calculated  from  the  data  given  in  the  assessment  district  cost 
study.    According  to  Mr.  Bernhard,  data  is  not  currently  available  that  would 
enable  costs  per  square  mile  to  be  translated  to  a  per-passenger-trip  basis  as 
would  be  required  for  an  average  cost  analysis. 
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The  information  contained  in  the  memorandum  on  Muni's  Plan  to  Accommodate 
Downtown  Growth  by  Dean  Maoris,  Director  of  Planning  (August  5,  1982),  which 
is  based  on  aggregate  demands  for  transit  provided  by  cumulative  development 
and  sets  forth  alternative  methods  of  funding  such  plans,  contains  the  most 
current  and  reliable  data  on  the  subject.    The  Muni  capital  improvements 
outlined  in  the  memorandum  are  based  on  transit  demand  resulting  from  the 
employment  trend  approach,  discussed  on  pp.  405-406  of  the  EIR.    According  to 
the  worst-case  scenario  in  the  memorandum,  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
Improvement  Corporation,  a  non-profit  corporation  established  in  1971  for  the 
purpose  of  selling  bonds  for  transit  improvements,  may  have  to  raise  about 
$111  million  through  the  sale  of  bonds  over  a  ten-year  period  to  finance  Muni 
expansion.    The  memorandum  concludes  that  Muni  expects  to  be  able  to  meet 
projected  cumulative  demand  due  to  downtown  office  development  without  new 
City  taxes. 

The  comments  of  Mr.  Imparato  on  the  Spear  and  Main  Street  Office  Building 
Draft  EIR  and  the  responses  to  those  comments  on  pp.  224-228  of  the  Spear  and 
Main  Street  Office  Building  Final  EIR  (80.349E,  Certified  February  11,  1982) 
are  hereby  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  EIR  pursuant  to  Section  15149 
of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  guidelines.  Briefly, 
Mr.  Imparato  felt  the  EIR  underestimated  the  Spear  and  Main  office  building's 
effects  on  Muni.    He  felt  that  cumulative  traffic  congestion  would  reduce 
Muni's  average  speed  from  9  to  8  miles  per  hour,  necessitating  about  a  10% 
increase  in  costs.    He  calculated  that  288  additional  peak  hour  trips  would 
result  in  the  need  for  3.84  additional  peak  hour  bus  runs  costing  over 
$200,000.    The  response  acknowledged  that  a  decrease  in  average  speed  would 
necessitate  additional  costs  to  Muni.    The  response  described  the  data 
limitations  of  the  Transit  Assessment  District  Cost  Study.    The  Muni  Fiscal 
Analysis  in  the  Spear-Main  Draft  EIR  was  revised  to  reflect  the  most  current 
data  supplied  by  Mr.  Bruce  Bernhard,  Muni  Chief  Accountant.    That  information 
is  the  same  as  the  information  in  footnote  /19/  on  p.  102  of  this  [the 
333  Bush  St.]  EIR.    The  above  discussion  of  the  Memorandum  on  Muni's  Plan  to 
Accommodate  Downtown  Growth  updates  the  data  in  the  Spear-Main  EIR  concerning 
sources  of  Muni  funding. 
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NOTES: 

/!/  During  Fiscal  year  1980-1981,  the  City  earned  about  12.5%  on  its  money. 
During  1981-82  it  earned  about  14%.    Inflation  in  the  first  period  in  the  San 
Francisco-Oakland  area  was  10.5%  and  in  1981-1982  it  was  11.2%  (Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics,  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  "Consumer  Price  Indexes,  Pacific 
Cities  and  U.S.  City  Average,"  June  1981,  June  1982).    Thus,  the  difference 
between  interest  rates  and  inflation  was  2%  in  the  first  period  and  2.8%  in 
the  second.    The  0%  and  2.5%  presented  in  the  text  represent  what  could  be 
expected  to  be  a  minimum  return  and  what  might  be  an  average  return  based  on 
recent  experience. 

Ill  Bruce  Bernhard,  Muni  Chief  Accountant,  telephone  communication, 
October  20,  1982. 

/3/  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Office  of  the  City  Attorney,  Transit 
Assessment  District  Cost  Study,  October  1,  1981. 

/4/  Bruce  Bernhard,  Muni  Chief  Accountant,  telephone  conversation,  October  26, 
1982. 


BART 


COMMENT 


Commissioner  Bierman:    "Page  98,  it  seemed  to  me  the  second  paragraph  on  this 
page  about  BART  is  different  than  in  other  EIR's.    I  don't  recall  other  EIR's 
subsidizing  BART.    Rather,  usually,  there  is  a  BART  deficit.    Would  you  please 
explain.    It  says  'BART's  revenues  from  sales  and  property  taxes  generated  by 
the  project  would  be  about  $197,000,  resulting  in  a  net  subsidy  to  BART  of 
about  $30,000.'    I  don't  think  that  has  come  up  before." 


RESPONSE 


This  project  would  subsidize  BART  principally  because  of  its  projected 
assessed  value  of  $240,000,000  (1982  dollars).    The  assessed  value  of  this 
project  is  higher  than  other  that  of  comparably  sized  office  buildings  because 
of  the  relatively  higher  value  of  condominium  units  when  compared  with  office 
space.    The  project  would  have  over  100,000  sq.  ft.  of  condominium  space  (56 
units).    The  assessment  would  yield  $182,000  (1982  dollars)  in  property  taxes 
to  BART  at  the  1981-82  property  tax  rate  (see  pp.  94-95).  In 
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addition,  the  project  would  generate  about  $15,000  in  sales  tax  revenue  to 
BART  from  on-site  retail  sales  and  project  employee  expenditures.    The  total 
revenue  of  about  $197,000  to  BART  would  leave  BART  with  a  net  subsidy  of  about 
$30,000  after  subtracting  project-generated  BART  costs  of  $167,000  (see  p.  98 
and  footnotes  1121  and  /24/,  p.  102  of  the  EIR). 

Summary  of  Economic  Studies 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Biermar):    "Page  99,  the  table  regarding  the  different  studies  -- 
Arthur  Andersen,  Sedway/Cooke,  et  cetera.    That  table  doesn't  explain  that 
Andersen  differs  in  that  he  doesn't  assess  to  downtown  expenses  of  parks, 
hospitals,  other  expenses,  and  that  Jones  does.    It  seems  to  me,  some  way,  in 
some  of  those  descriptions,  one  should  be  able  to  see  what  the  difference  is 
between  those  two  studies." 

RESPONSE 

The  Andersen  Study  did  not  consider  City  expenditures  for  public  safety, 
hospitals,  parks,  schools,  etc.  that  are  not  amenable  to  user  fees  or  user 
charges  to  reimburse  the  City.    The  Andersen  Study  considered  costs  to  the 
C-3-0  district  only  for  specific  activities  occurring  within  its  boundaries. 
The  study  included  revenues  that  are  indirectly  received  and  not  directly 
generated  in  the  area  (e.g.,  parking  meters,  cigarette  taxes,  San  Francisco 
Airport  revenue  and  traffic  fines).    The  Jones  Study  estimated  most  costs  as  a 
percentage  of  revenues  to  account  for  citywide  services  rather  than  strictly 
services  demanded  within  the  C-3-0  District. 

In  Table  8  on  p.  99  of  the  EIR,  item  4  under  David  Jones  "Study  Methodology" 
is  replaced  with  the  following:    "Most  costs  estimated  as  percentage  of 
revenues  for  citywide  services  rather  than  actual  service  demand  in  the  C-3-0 
District." 
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Cumulative  Fiscal  Effects 
COMMENTS 

Sue  Hestor:    "Page  96  -  costs  to  city  -  this  entire  section  is  focused  on  this 
particular  project,  rather  than  on  cumulative  impact.    It  is  irrelevant  if  in 
isolation  the  project  may  not  require  that  much  city  service  if  the  cumulative 
amount  results  in  so  much  congestion,  air  pollution,  urban  ugliness  that  the 
City  has  to  take  enormous  steps  to  undo  the  mess.    E.g.  traffic  congestion 
that  will  result  in  MUNI  not  being  able  to  function,  necessitating  huge 
increases  in  its  budget  because  of  reduced  number  of  runs  in  rush  hour, 
expenses  of  changing  street  patterns,  expense  of  traffic  cops  to  monitor 
absolutely  impassible  intersections  to  make  things  flow  a  little  ..." 

What  is  cumulative  impact  on  BART  with  18.4  or  55  million  sq.  ft.  of 
development?    Where  would  they  get  the  equipment  to  provide  that  service?" 

RESPONSE 

The  cumulative  fiscal  impacts  of  the  project  in  relation  to  other  downtown 
development  are  discussed  on  pp.  98-100  of  the  EIR.    The  discussion  on 
pp.  96-98  describes  project-specific  fiscal  impacts. 

Cumulative  impacts  on  traffic,  including  intersections,  are  discussed  on  pp. 
114-115  of  the  EIR  and  cumulative  air  quality  impacts  are  discussed  on  pp. 
123-125  of  the  EIR.    A  determination  of  "urban  ugliness"  was  not  made  because 
such  observations  would  be  subjective  and  are  beyond  the  scope  of  the  EIR. 

The  estimate  of  costs  to  BART  attributable  to  the  project  is  based  on  an 
analysis  of  average  operating  costs  per  passenger  trip  prepared  by  BART. 
Operating  costs  per  passenger  trip  yield  the  additional  cost  to  BART  of  new 
passengers.    This  analysis  technique  is  only  applicable  to  incremental 
additions  of  passengers,  such  as  passenger  trips  added  by  a  single  office 
building.    A  cumulative  analysis  would  also  have  to  include  capital  costs  that 
might  be  necessitated  by  a  large  increase  in  passenger  trips.    Capital  costs 
projections  made  by  BART  through  1990  are  approximate  in  nature.  Capital 
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costs  (both  existing  and  future)  cannot  be  prorated  by  geographic  location 
(San  Francisco),  time  of  day  (peak  hour),  or  type  of  rider  (office  workers). 
Most  of  BART'S  capital  expenditures  are  paid  through  federal  and  state  revenue 
sources./ 1/ 

The  cumulative  peak-hour  operating  deficit  for  BART  cannot  be  projected 
because  exact  fares  and  subsidies  per  passenger  cannot  be  projected  to  1990. 
It  can  be  stated  that  both  fares  and  costs  per  passenger  trip  will  be  higher 
in  the  future  than  they  are  today.    These  higher  dollar  values,  however,  will 
be  partly  attributable  to  inflation.    BART  fares  and  costs  relative  to 
inflation  cannot  be  projected  with  accuracy.    The  further  projections  are  made 
into  the  future,  the  larger  the  margin  of  error. /I/ 

For  fiscal  year  1981-82,  BART  attained  a  net  operating  surplus  of  $7.6  million 
after  applying  $67.3  million  in  financial  assistance  from  property  taxes,  the 
one-half  percent  BART  sales  tax,  and  state  aid.    In  1981-82,  BART  used 
$2.6  million  of  this  surplus  to  purchase  capital  improvements ./2/ 

The  BART  1982-87  Five  Year  Plan  projects  an  overall  operating  surplus  (after 
property  tax,  sales  tax  and  other  governmental  assistance)  of  $60.4  million 
from  Fiscal  Year  1982-83  to  1986-87 ./2/    BART  plans  to  apply  a  portion  of 
these  funds  to  capital  improvements  by  BART  to  meet  cumulative  transit  needs 
of  the  region. 

NOTES 

/I/  Alan  Lee,  Transportation  Planner,  BART,  telephone  communication, 
October  8,  1982. 

/2/  "BART  1982-87  Five  Year  Plan,"  adopted  June  24,  1982. 

Retail  Facilities 
COMMENTS 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth:    "Construction  of  the  proposed  project 
will  result  in  a  net  decrease  of  16,650  square  feet  of  retail/restaurant  space 
on  the  site.    At  the  same  time  as  the  project  is  eliminating  this  space,  it  is 
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generating  an  increased  demand.    The  draft  EIR  recognizes  that  both  increased 
employment  from  the  project,  and  the  provision  of  residential  condominium 
units  will  result  in  the  need  for  additional  retail  services. 

"The  sponsor  of  the  proposal  suggests  no  mitigation  measure  for  the  reduction 
of  retail  services. 

"Again,  there  is  the  unfounded  assertion  that  'new  facilities  could  not  be 
induced  to  locate  in  the  vicinity.'    (Draft  EIR,  p.  5).    The  location  of  these 
new  facilities  is  unspecified." 

RESPONSE 

The  discussion  of  retail  space  in  the  EIR  is  based  on  the  economic  theory  of 
location  factors.    In  a  free  market  economy,  the  supply  of  goods  and  services 
generally  responds  to  the  demand  for  those  goods  and  service.    Due  to  the  net 
increase  in  on-site  employment  and  residential  population,  the  demand  for 
goods  and  services  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  would  increase,  the  on-site 
supply  of  retail  and  restaurant  space  would  decrease  due  to  the  project. 
These  two  factors,  according  to  market  theory,  should  be  sufficient  to  induce 
additional  suppliers  of  retail  goods  and  services  to  locate  in  the  project 
vicinity.    The  precise  locations  where  such  establishments  might  develop  is 
not  known. 

Under  CEQA,  a  reduction  in  on-site  retail  services  is  not  considered  a 
physical  impact  on  the  environment  requiring  mitigation  by  the  project 
sponsor.    A  wide  variety  of  retail  services  exist  in  the  downtown  area  that 
provide  goods  and  services  similar  to  those  that  would  be  eliminated  on  the 
project  site.    Furthermore,  as  described  above,  additional  retail 
establishments  would  be  expected  to  locate  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site  to 
fulfill  the  demand  generated  by  project  occupancy. 
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COMMUNITY  SERVICES 
Child  Care 
COMMENT 

Kay  Pachtner:    "Now,  as  usual,  under  'Environmental  Impact,'  there  is  not  a 
word  said  about  our  children  and  the  fact  that  even  though  this  project  is  not 
qoing  to  affect  the  school  district,  it  says  later  on  down  the  line,  they 
don't  expect  children  to  live  in  $300,000  houses,  so  there's  not  going  to  be 
any  impact  on  schools--it  is  still  going  to  create  further  tension  in  the 
whole  area  of  the  inadequacy  of  child  care  facilities  for  the  people  that  live 
and  work  in  this  town.    And  my  ususal  plea  for  that  measuring  and  mitigation 
going  in,  backed  up  by  an  article  that  appeared  in  the  Examiner  a  couple  of 
weeks  ago  that  shows  who  the  people  are  that  are  suffering  on  account  of  that. 

If  that  kind  of  [transportation]  survey  is,  in  fact,  a  possibility,  then  let's 
also  ask  for  a  survey  about  what  the  employees'  child  care  needs  are.    If  we 
are  going  to  find  out  what  the  employees'  transportation  and  transit  needs 
are,  can  we  not  also  at  the  same  time  ask  the  developer  to  survey  what  the 
needs  for  taking  care  of  the  children  might  be?" 

RESPONSE 

It  is  likely  that  some  of  the  employees  in  the  office  portion  of  the  proposed 
project  could  have  young  children  who  would  require  child  care.    Because  the 
tenant  mix  of  the  project  is  not  known  at  the  present,  it  is  impossible  to 
determine  exactly  what  the  demand  for  child  care  would  be.    Concerning  the 
residential  portion  of  the  project,  see  Footnote  /5/,  p.  348  of  this  EIR,  for 
comparative  data  which  show  that  the  50-unit  Golden  Gateway  Commons  had  one 
pre-school  child  at  the  time  of  a  survey. 

Availability  of  and  need  for  child  care  is  a  social  issue  which  does  not 
require  coverage  in  environmental  documents  (Cal.  Pub.  Res.  Code  Sec.  21151 
(as  amended  by  SB  803)  and  21060.5).    A  detailed  discussion  of  child  care 
facilities  in  San  Francisco  can  be  found  under  Public  Services  in  Responses  to 
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Comments  on  the  201  Spear  Street  Office  Building  EIR,  (EE  80.377,  certified 
May  20,  1982)  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  450  McAllister,  5th  Floor. 

TRANSPORTATION,  CIRCULATION,  AND  PARKING 
COMMENT 

Transportation,  Circulation  and  Parking  Section 

Sue  Hestor:    "It  is  difficult  to  understand  and  break  out  the  information  for 
each  aspect  dealing  with  description  of  current  (AS  OF  WHAT  DATE)  conditions, 
conditions  that  would  be  incurred  when  all  projects  under  construction  and 
approved  come  on  line  and  the  conditions  that  would  be  incurred  with  projects 
currently  in  the  proposal  stage." 

RESPONSE 

The  date  of  the  existing  parking  data  is  given  on  page  54  in  notes  5  and  6. 
The  dates  of  the  intersection  counts  are  shown  in  the  note  to  Table  11, 
p.  115.    Table  E-4,  p.  400  and  401  shows  the  dates  of  the  transit  data  with 
the  exception  of  Muni.    The  title  of  Table  E-5  on  page  402  has  been  revised  to 
read:    "Table  E-5:    Existing  and  Projected  Muni  Load  Factors*  (PM  Peak  Hour  -- 
Peak  Direction)."    The  footnote  has  been  expanded  so  that  the  last  sentence 
reads:    "The  future  load  factors  have  been  calculated  using  existing  capacity 
and  do  not  include  any  proposed  capacity  increases."    The  following  is  added 
to  the  footnote:    "Ridership  is  the  average  of  the  three  most  recent  schedule 
checks  for  each  route  for  the  months  of  August  1981  to  August  1982,  as 
compiled  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning." 

Construction  Impacts  on  Muni 
COMMENT 

Conmissioner  Sklar:    "[On  pp.  103,  104]  any  disruptions  caused  to  traffic 
during  construction  would  have  a  severe  impact  on  Muni  operations.  The 
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mitigation  measure  mentioned  on  p.  143  does  not  address  the  question  of 
disruption  caused  during  the  mid-day  period  nor  does  it  commit  the  project 
sponsor  to  a  specific  schedule  to  reduce  peak  hour  disruption." 

RESPONSE 

As  discussed  on  p.  103,  mid-block  street  capacity  on  Bush  would  be  reduced  by 
50%  if  trucks  were  to  block  one  of  the  travel  lanes.    Traffic  volumes  on  Bush 
St.  outside  of  the  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  periods  are  sufficiently  low  to  allow 
Muni  buses  freedom  of  operation  in  the  reduced  capacity  situation.  The 
frequency  of  occurrence  of  the  lane  blockage  would  depend  upon  construction 
scheduling.    The  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  on  p.  143. 

"14. a.    The  construction  contractor  would  designate  an  off-site 
storage/marshalling  area  at  which  trucks  would  wait  in  order  to  minimize 
the  amount  of  time  trucks  would  have  to  wait  on  Bush  St.    The  project 
sponsor  and  construction  contractor  would  meet  with  the  Traffic 
Engineering  Division  of  the  Bureau  of  Engineering  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Works,  with  Muni  and  with  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  to 
determine  feasible  traffic  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  traffic 
congestion  during  construction  of  this  project  and  other  projects  nearby 
(including  the  466  Bush  St.  Bldg.  and  the  Russ  Tower  addition)." 

Truck  Delivery  Impact  on  MUNI 

COMMENT 

Richard  Sklar:    "On  pp.  119,  120  the  document  states  that  the  proposed  spaces 
will  not  accomodate  tractor  trailer  vans  at  such  infrequent  times  as 
deliveries  are  made  by  these  vehicles.    Because  Bush  Street  is  used  by  Muni's 
Richmond  District  express  buses  both  in  the  morning  and  peak  periods  (they 
'deadhead'  on  Bush  Street  in  the  PM),  as  well  as  by  regularly  scheduled 
lines  3  and  4  throughout  the  day,  this  'infrequent'  situation  would  slow  down 
Muni 's  operations." 


248 


VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

RESPONSE 

During  peak  periods,  the  curb  spaces  on  Bush  St.  are  designated  as  a  tow-away 
zone.    Enforcement  of  existing  towaway  regulations  would  preclude  operational 
delays  to  Muni.    During  mid-day  periods,  the  curb  spaces  on  Bush  St.  on  the 
project  frontage  function  as  truck-only  loading  zones.    Alternatively,  if  a 
tractor  trailer  were  to  double  park,  mid-day  traffic  volumes  would  not  be 
great  enough  to  cause  excessive  delays  to  Muni  vehicles.    If  City  regulations 
against  double  parking  or  improper  use  of  truck-only  loading  spaces  were  fully 
enforced,  the  amount  of  double-parking  on  Bush  St.  would  be  minimized. 

Loading  Locations 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Rosenblatt:    "Please  review  the  101  Montgomery  loading  locations 
and  other  traffic  generation  along  Trinity  and  analyze  with  any  conflicts 
generated  by  333  Bush." 

RESPONSE 

Loading  and  delivery  access  to  the  101  Montgomery  Building,  as  approved,  will 
be  from  Bush  Street  via  a  ramp  under  the  Alexander  Building  to  the  subsurface 
loading  docks.    Neither  the  101  Montgomery  building  nor  the  333  Bush  Street 
Building  would  require  the  use  of  Trinity  Street  for  any  type  of  vehicular 
access.    The  existing  Alexander  and  French-American  Bank  Building,  and  the 
reconstructed  California  -  Pacific  Building  also  have  no  loading  or  other 
access  from  Trinity  Street.    Figures  19b  and  29a,  on  pp.  73b  and  167a  of  the 
EIR  and  pp.  195  and  297  of  this  document,  illustrate  the  potential  conversion 
of  Trinity  Street  to  a  pedestrian  way. 

Peak  Hour  Trips 

COMMENT 


Commissioner  Bierman:    "Page  107.    I  guess  I  just  didn't  understand  that  table 
or  what  it's  supposed  to  relate  to.    That  is  just  my  problem,  I  think  but 
maybe  there  could  be  an  explanation."  o^q 
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RESPONSE 

Table  9,  page  107  shows  the  relative  magnitude  of  new  travel  from  buildings, 
in  different  phases  of  the  approval  process,  on  each  of  the  travel  modes 
serving  downtown  San  Francisco.    The  table  shows  that  projects  already 
approved  or  under  construction  comprise  75%  of  the  cumulative  travel  projected 

Transfer  to  Ridesharing  and  Transit 

COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "Page  106  -  what  is  your  basis  for  concluding  that  people  would 
start  sharing  rides?    What  studies?    There  are  already  incentives  for  that  in 
express  lanes?    What  success?    What  if  they  don't?" 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "Page  106  talks  about  'Much  of  the  City-wide  peak-hour 
increase  might  be  expected  to  be  accommodated  by  a  shift  from  single-occupant 
automobile  to  ride  sharing  or  public  transit.'    I  think  you  ought  to  add  'if 
such  public  transit  is  available.' 

"I  felt  all  the  way  through  that  too  rosy  a  picture  was  appearing  about  the 
marvels  of  how  transit  is  going  to  get  better.    I  have  not  seen  the  reality  of 
that,  and  I  don't  think  we  should  put  things  in  just  to  make  it  look  like  we 
are  mitigating  something  or  like  we  are  solving  problems  if  we  don't  know  they 
will  be  solved." 

RESPONSE 

The  statement  on  p.  106  mentions  two  possible  alternative  scenarios  -- 
increased  ridesharing  and  use  of  transit  --  that  may  occur  as  the  projected 
increases  in  downtown  employees  would  not  be  able  to  commute  to  the  City  in 
single-occupant  automobiles  unless  freeway  and  parking  capacity  were  increased 

An  example  of  increased  vehicle  occupancy  during  peak  hours  can  be  seen  at  the 
Bay  Bridge  Toll  Plaza  where,  in  March  1975,  free  lanes  were  introduced  for 
carpool  vehicles.    In  the  Spring  of  1977,  vehicle  occupancies  in  the  carpool 


250 


VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

lanes  during  the  6:30  a.m.  to  9  a.m.  commute  period  averaged  3.52  persons  per 
vehicle  while  the  other  lanes  averaged  1.21  persons  per  vehicle.  Average 
occupancy  over  all  the  lanes  was  1.53  persons  per  vehicle  (this  is  because 
there  were  more  vehicles  in  the  non-carpool  lanes).    In  the  fall  of  1980,  the 
carpool  lane  vehicle  occupancy  had  increased  to  4.0  per  vehicle  while  the 
non-carpool  lane  occupancy  had  increased  to  1.26  persons  per  vehicle.  Overall 
vehicle  occupancy  increased  to  1.9  persons  per  vehicle  which  indicates  a 
proportionately  greater  increase  in  use  of  the  carpool  lanes.    (Traffic  Survey 
Series  A-48  and  MA-55,  University  of  California,  1978  and  MTC,  1980.) 

If  transportation  capacity  were  not  available  and  commuters  were  unwilling  to 
alter  their  travel  patterns  to  make  use  of  higher  vehicle  occupancies  or 
transit,  a  shift  of  employment  out  of  the  City  might  possibly  result  as  there 
would  be  a  ceiling  as  to  the  number  of  people  that  could  travel  into  downtown. 

The  second  paragraph  on  page  106  has  the  following  added  to  the  end:  "if  such 
public  transit  is  available." 

Impacts  on  MUNI 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Sklar:    "As  shown  on  Table  10,  Page  109,  the  impact  on  MUNI  of 
the  390  peak  hour  trips  would  be  a  worsening  of  existing  and  projected  load 
factors  -  the  load  factor  of  1.0  used  by  the  consultant  is  defined  as  100%  of 
recommended  seated  and  standing  capacity.    Any  amount  in  excess  of  that 
indicates  a  need  for  more  service. 

"Furthermore,  the  calculation  of  transit  impact  in  the  document  does  not 
include  any  additional  transit  patronage  that  would  be  generated  by  the 
removal  of  360  parking  spaces  now  provided  by  the  Financial  Center  Garage 
(presumably  a  net  decrease  in  parking  availability  in  the  area  will  cause  some 
drivers  to  switch  to  transit)." 
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Sue  Hestor:    "The  90  New  Montgomery  EIR  saw  shifts  to  transit  because  of 
parking  problems.    Please  factor  in  the  increase  in  ridership  projected  in 
that  EIR." 

RESPONSE 

The  assumption  that  a  net  decrease  in  parking  availability  would  cause  a  shift 
of  drivers  to  transit  depends  upon  the  perceived  convenience  of  the  use  of 
transit  to  each  commuter  from  day  to  day.    Perceived  convenience  includes 
factors  such  as  cost,  schedule  flexibility,  travel  time,  and  the  proximity  of 
the  transit  route  to  origins  and  destinations.    Choices  can  vary  greatly  from 
traveler  to  traveler  and  from  place  to  place;  accurate  regional  projections  of 
a  shift  to  transit  caused  by  parking  loss  cannot  be  made  reliably. 

Any  attempt  to  quantify  a  shift  to  transit  would  be  speculative  and  could  be 
misleading.    The  State  CEQA  Guidelines  (Section  15140  (h))  state  that:  "If, 
after  thorough  investigation,  a  lead  agency  finds  that  a  particular  impact  is 
too  speculative  for  evaluation,  the  agency  should  note  its  conclusion  and 
terminate  discussion  of  the  impact." 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  first  (partial)  paragraph  on 
p.  118:    "As  the  factors  influencing  modal  choice  --  such  as  availability  of 
transit  and  carpools;  desirable  transit  and  carpool  schedules;  walking 
distance;  parking  location,  availability,  and  cost;  employee  subsidies  of 
parking  cost  --  differ  from  individual  to  individual,  it  is  not  possible  to 
predict  precisely  how  future  travel  patterns  might  differ." 

Load  Factors 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "Page  109.    I  find  the  table  on  Page  109  a  little 
misleading,  especially  for  Muni,  which  we  are  more  familiar  with,  as  it  shows 
only  a  total  and  seems  to  obscure  the  fact  that  some  lines  are  unbearably 
crowded.    Putting  a  total  which  shows  Muni  would  only  get  to  a  load  factor,  I 
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guess,  of  1.11,  sort  of  underestimates  what  the  possibilities  are  going  to  be 
for  the  lines  that  are  crucial  connected  with  this  project.  It  does  not  give 
clear,  precise  figures  of  overcrowding  that  will  take  place. 

"I  went  back  further  in  the  appendices.    For  instance,  1.31  does  not  show  150 
percent  occupancy,  plus  whatever  .31  stands  for.    For  instance,  if  a  bus  holds 
45  plus  20  .  .  .  standees,  .  .  .  then  where  will  .31  stand?    How  many  does  it 
represent?    I  just  don't  think  we  are  getting  the  picture  of  what  people  are 
going  to  be  going  through  when  these  buildings  are  completed  in  order  to  get 
to  and  from  work." 

RESPONSE 

As  stated  in  Table  10,  page  109,  in  the  first  footnote,  a  load  factor  of  1.00 
is  equivalent  to  100%  of  recommended  seated  and  standing  capacity  being  used. 
Recommended  capacity  differs  for  different  types  of  vehicles  and  is  defined 
differently  by  each  transit  agency.    In  all  Bay  Area  transit  systems, 
recommended  capacity  is  less  than  actual  physical  capacity  of  transit  vehicles 
("crush  loads").    The  following  Table  A  shows  how  many  standees  are  included 
in  load  factors  of  1.00  on  each  transit  agency's  vehicles: 

The  number  of  standees  shown  in  Table  A  for  Muni  would  represent  almost  full 
aisles  while  the  number  of  standees  for  other  agencies  would  represent 
partially  full  aisles.    For  Muni  an  additional  0.31  load  factor  would 
represent  an  additional  21  standees  on  motor  coaches,  23  on  trolleys  and  47  on 
LRV's.    In  most  cases  the  existing  Muni  vehicles  would  not  be  able  to 
accommodate  all  of  the  demand  represented  by  the  additional  0.31  load  factor. 

The  load  factor  cited  (1.31)  is  based  upon  existing  (1982)  capacity.    Table  10 
also  shows  load  factors  based  upon  proposed  capacity.    Muni  load  factors  for 
proposed  capacity  for  the  future  conditions  are  1.10  for  existing  plus 
cumulative  and  1.11  for  existing  plus  cumulative  plus  the  project.  An 
additional  0.11  load  factor  represents  about  5  additional  standees  on  an 
average  Muni  motor  coach  which  would  be  expected  to  be  accommodated  in  a 
"crush  load"  condition.    (Muni  schedule  checks  show  individual  motor  coach 
loadings  as  high  as  1.34  times  the  recommended  capacity,  which  would  be  about 
90  persons  on  a  motor  coach.) 
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TABLE  A:    NUMBER  OF  STANDEES  INCLUDED  IN  LOAD  FACTORS  OF  BAY  AREA  TRANSIT 
SYSTEMS 
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510 

240 

750 

Golden  Gate  Transit 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "Page  110  talks  about  a  new  ferry  boat  from  the  Golden 
Gate  Bridge  District.    I  follow  the  ferry  boat  question  pretty  closely,  and  I 
don't  know  a  thing  about  a  new  ferry  boat.    In  fact,  I  barely  have  felt  that 
ferry  boats  were  going  to  survive  this  past  year,  what  with  some  action  in 
Sacramento.    So  I  really  wonder  where  that  extra  ferry  boat  comes  from, 
whether  that  is  an  idea  of  staff  at  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  whether  it  is 
somebody's  dream,  or  whether  in  fact  the  Bridge  Directors  want  to  buy  another 
ferry  boat.  ...  I  wouldn't  put  things  like  this  in  unless  it's  real  and 
pretty  far  along  in  terms  of  reality.  ...  In  talking  about  Marin  expanding 
its  transit,  I  would  think  that  there  is  a  real  possibility  that  if  Marin  does 
not  want  to  grow,  they  will,  as  they  have  often  in  the  past,  resist  new 
transit.    This  report  does  not  indicate  that." 
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RESPONSE 

Golden  Gate  Transit  is  currently  operating  only  two  of  the  three  Larkspur 
ferries.    The  proposal  for  future  ferry  service  improvements  involves 
converting  all  three  Larkspur  ferry  boats  from  gas  turbine  to  diesel  engines 
and  using  all  three  ferries  on  the  Larkspur-San  Francisco  route.    The  district 
would  be  adding  a  ferry  boat  to  the  two  it  now  has  in  operation  but  would  not 
have  to  purchase  an  additional  ferry  boat  to  do  this  as  it  currently  has  one 
ferry  in  reserve.    The  third  full  sentence  on  p.  110  has  been  replaced  with 
the  following:    "Golden  Gate  Transit  is  proposing  to  increase  peak  period 
(6-10  a.m.)  motor  coach  capacity  by  25%  over  existing  levels.    Golden  Gate 
Transit  is  currently  operating  only  two  of  the  three  Larkspur  ferries.  The 
proposal  for  future  ferry  service  improvements  involves  converting  all  three 
Larkspur  ferry  boats  from  gas  turbine  to  diesel  engines  and  using  all  three 
ferries  on  the  Larkspur/San  Francisco  route.    The  district  proposes  to 
increase  peak  hour  ferry  service  by  70%  over  existing  (austere)  levels  by 
using  all  three  ferries  and  operating  additional  runs  in  the  peak  hour." 

Regional  Transit  Capacities 

COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "Why  is  there  no  consultation  with  other  regional  transit 
agencies  about  mitigation  for  their  capacity?    Have  they  been  consulted? 
When?    With  what  results?    Why  not?    AC  Transit  is  having  problems." 

RESPONSE 

As  shown  in  Table  10,  p.  109  and  stated  on  p.  108-110,  the  proposed  capacities 
would  be  adequate  for  the  increased  level  of  demand  for  all  of  the  agencies 
proposing  capacity  increases.    AC  Transit  and  Caltrans  Southern  Pacific  are 
not  proposing  capacity  increases.    MTC,  as  the  regional  administrator  of  UMTA 
and  State  TDA  funds,  will  not  allocate  funds  for  AC  to  expand  transbay 
services  as  the  AC  service  is  in  direct  competition  with  BART.    A  change  in 
regional  policy  would  be  necessary  to  make  feasible  a  mitigation  measure  that 
would  increase  AC  Transit  transbay  capacity.    Caltrans  Southern  Pacific  is 
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not  proposing  a  capacity  increase  as  ridership  has  been  steadily  declining 
over  the  last  ten  years.    The  travel  demand  projections  have  assumed  that  the 
existing  percentage  of  commuters  using  SP  would  remain  constant,  which  may  be 
overstating  the  amount  of  future  SP  ridership  based  upon  past  trends. 
Caltrans,  Muni,  SamTrans  and  Santa  Clara  County  transit  have  assumed  the  SP 
operating  deficit  in  hopes  of  revitalizing  the  peninsula  rail  commute. 
Current  plans  do  not  call  for  any  capacity  increases.    If  ridership  increases 
in  the  future  then  capacity  increases  may  be  warranted  and  would  be  assumed  to 
be  addressed  by  Caltrans. 

CalTrans  -  Southern  Pacific  Extension 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "The  same,  where  it  talks  about  a  proposal  by  Caltrans 
for  a  Beltline  Railroad.    That  hasn't  been  approved.    .  .  .  There  should  be  an 
indication  to  the  reader  of  an  EIR  of  the  process  ahead,  to  get  any  proposal 
approved,  whether  it  be  approval  by  voters  or  by  Board  of  Supervisors  or  by 
Caltrans  itself." 

RESPONSE 

The  references  to  the  Belt  line  train  operation  (last  sentence  on  p.  108  and 
first  sentence  on  p.  110)  have  been  deleted  from  pages  108  and  110  as  the 
proposed  operation  is  still  under  consideration.    The  paragraph  now  reads: 
"Southern  Pacific/CalTrans  does  not  have  any  proposals  to  increase  seated 
capacity,  but  station  improvements,  including  additional  parking,  are 
proposed.    Southern  Pacific  would  therefore  .  .  . 

5-Year  Plans 

COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "Page  109  -  how  realistic,  given  funding  circumstances  are  each 
of  the  five-year  plans  (please  ask  MTC)? 
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RESPONSE 

The  current  5-year  plan  cycle  (1982-87)  has  been  prepared  given  the  existing 
uncertain  fiscal  situation.    Each  transit  agency  has  prepared  a  plan 
responsive  to  federal  cuts  and  subsidy  losses.    Table  10,  p.  109  shows  load 
factors  based  upon  existing  levels  of  transit  service  as  a  worst-case  scenario 
of  no  increases  in  transit  capacity  as  well  as  load  factors  based  on  planned 
increases  in  transit  capacity. 

MUNI  Trips 

COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "Page  107  -  at  what  point  is  the  MUNI  so  overcrowded  that  people 
stop  taking  it?    The  figures  on  107  for  distribution  by  travel  mode  don't 
match  those  in  the  90  New  Montgomery  EIR.    According  to  that  EIR  82.5%  of 
workers  travel  in  p.m.  peak.    Even  using  your  grossly  low  figure  of  16.1 
million  square  feet,  dividing  that  by  250  sq.  ft. /worker  -  64,000  new  workers 
X  82.5%  =  53,130  p.m.  peak  trips.    Where  do  you  have  a  table  that  compares 
Table  9  to  existing  conditions  so  that  a  measurement  of  the  increase  and 
impact  can  be  made?    Is  it  table  10?    Please  note  on  each  of  these  tables  the 
amount  of  square  feet  in  each  of  the  calculations  so  that  we  know  what  is  the 
amount  of  cumulative  development  measured." 

RESPONSE 

Table  9,  p.  107,  shows  a  p.m.  peak  hour  increase  of  48,000  person  trip  ends 
which  is  comparable  to  the  increase  calculated  by  the  commenter.  The 
calculation  used  to  arrive  at  the  values  shown  in  Table  9  is  based  upon  more 
precise  data  than  is  the  calculation  cited  in  the  comment.    The  basis  of  the 
82.5%  is  not  statistically  valid  when  applied  to  the  entire  downtown.  The 
calculation  presented  in  the  90  New  Montgomery  EIR  is  a  description  of  a 
scenario  based  on  one  set  of  assumptions.    The  cumulative  scenario  presented 
in  this  EIR  is  based  upon  a  more  refined  set  of  assumptions.  Alternatively, 
the  employment  trend  scenario  (see  Appendix  E,  p.  405)  is  based  upon  a  third 
set  of  assumptions. 
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As  discussed  in  the  text,  the  total  16.1  million  square  feet  of  office  space 
and  the  0.5  million  square  feet  of  retail  space  is  used  as  the  basis  for 
"cumulative"  in  Tables  9,  10,  and  11,  pp.  107,  109,  and  115,  and  Tables  E-5 
and  E-9,  pp.  402  and  406.    To  develop  an  "existing"  set  of  values  for 
comparison  to  Table  9,  an  estimate  of  the  amount  of  existing  travel  generated 
by  the  entire  downtown  area  would  have  to  be  made.    All  of  the  "existing"  data 
in  Tables  10  and  11  include  non-downtown  travel.    As  noted  in  Table  D-1,  p. 
244,  there  is  currently  about  53.3  million  square  feet  of  office  space  which 
(at  250  square  feet  per  employee)  would  represent  about  213,000  employees. 
The  16.1  million  square  feet  with  about  64,000  employees  would  represent  an 
increase  of  about  30%  over  existing  levels. 


Sidewalk  Capacity 


COMMENT 


Conmissioner  Bierman:    "Page  112.    It  is  hard  to  tell  if  the  figures  regarding 
sidewalk  capacity  are  noontime  or  p.m.  peak  figures.    One  figure  it  gives  is 
for  noon,  another  for  p.m.,  and  then  it  does  some  more  figures.    And  I 
couldn't  tell  whether  they  are  talking  about  noon  or  the  peak  hour,  and  that 
ought  to  be  clarified. 


"I  think  we  need  to  start  having  photographs  as  we  have  of  transit.    We  need 
an  impeded  intersection  for  pedestrians,  a  congested,  and  a  crowded.    I  was 
walking  the  other  day  going  to  a  meeting  on  Montgomery  near  Pine  or  Bush  .  .  . 
and  I  had  to,  ...  go  off  the  curb,  around  something  that  was  on  the  corner, 
and  scoot  around  to  get  where  I  was  going.    People  were  really  going  very 
slowly  because  it  is  very  crowded.    This  was  probably  around  a  quarter  to 
12:00.    I  think  we  need  to  really  show  what  kind  of  a  downtown  we  are 
bu  i  Iding . " 

RESPONSE 


Sidewalk  capacity  in  the  project  area  (i.e.  the  maximum  volume  a  sidewalk  can 
carry)  is  the  same  for  noon-time  and  p.m.  peak-hour.    The  discussion  on  p.  112 
refers  to  the  amount  of  capacity  used  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 
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JAMMED  FLOW.  Space  per  pedestrian 
in  this  view  is  about  3.8  sq  ft  (0.35 

).  This  is  representative  of  the 
lower  half  of  the  speed-flow  curve, 
where  only  shuffling  movement  is 
possible  and  even  the  extremely  un- 


comfortable maximum  flow  rate  of 
25  people  per  min  per  ft  (82  per  m) 
of  walkway  width  cannot  be  attained 
due  to  lack  of  space.  Photograph  by 
Louis  B.  Schlivek. 


The  threshold  of  CONGESTED  FLOW. 
The  first  eleven  people  in  the  view 
have  about  16  sq  ft  (1.5  m^  )  per  per- 
son, corresponding  to  a  flow  rate  of 
about  15  people  per  min  per  ft  (49 
per  m)  of  walkway  width.  The  begin- 
nings of  congestion  are  evident  in 
bodily  conflicts  affecting  at  least  three 
of  the  walkers,  and  in  blocked  oppor- 
tunities for  walking  at  a  normal  pace. 


The  onset  of  CROWDED  FLOW,  with 
an  average  of  about  24  sq  ft  (2.2  m^  ) 
per  person,  or  a  flow  rate  of  about  10 
people  per  min  per  ft  (33  per  m)  of 
walkway  width.  Choice  of  speed  is  par- 
tially restricted,  the  probability  of 
conflicts  is  fairly  high,  passing  is  diffi- 
cult. Voluntary  groups  of  two,  of 
which  two  can  be  seen  in  the  picture, 
are  maintained,  but  cause  interference. 
Note  also  some  overflow  into  the  vehi- 
cular roadway  in  the  background. 


The  midpoint  of  the  CONSTRAINED 
FLOW  range,  with  about  30  sq  ft 
(2.8  m^  )  per  person,  or  a  flow  rate  of 
about  8  people  per  min  per  ft  (26  per 
m)  of  walkway  width.  The  choice  of 
speed  is  occasionally  restricted,  cross- 
ing and  passing  movements  are  possi- 
ble, but  with  interference  and  with 
the  likelihood  of  conflicts.  The  man  in 
the  dark  suit  seems  to  be  able  to  cross 
in  front  of  the  two  women  in  the  fore- 
ground quite  freely,  but  in  the  back- 
ground near  the  curb  people  are 
having  difficulty  with  passing  maneu- 
vers. 


FIGURE  E-4: 

Photos  of  Pedestrian  Ftow  Levels 

SOURCE:  Pushkarev  and  Zupan 
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I  he  midpoinl  of  the  IMFEDIJ) 
1-  I,(J\V  range,  with  about  75  sq  ft 
(6.9       )  per  p)crson,  or  a  flow  rate  of 
about  4  people  per  min  per  f t  ( 1  3  per 
m)  of  walkway  width.  Physical  con- 
flicts arc  absent,  but  pedestrian  navi- 
gation does  require  constant  indirect 
interaction  with  others.  I'his  rate  of 
flow  is  recommended  as  an  upper 
limit  for  the  design  of  outdoor  walk- 
ways in  shopping  districts  and  other 
dense  parts  of  downtown  areas. 


The  borderline  between  IMPEDED 
and  UNIMPEDED  FLOW,  with  about 
130  sq  ft  (12  m^ )  per  person,  or  a 
flow  rate  of  about  2  people  per  min 
per  ft  (6.5  per  m)  of  walkway  width. 
Individuals  as  well  as  couples  visible  in 
this  view  have  a  choice  of  speed  and 
direction  of  movement.  This  rate  of 
flow  is  recommended  for  design  of 
outdoor  walkways  in  office  districts 
and  other  less  dense  parts  of  down- 
town areas. 


The  uneven  nature  of  UNIMPEDED 
FLOW.  While  the  people  walking  in 
the  plaza  which  is  17  ft  (5.2  m)  wide, 
compared  to  23  ft  (7  m)  in  the  f)reced- 
ing  picture    liave  alrrujst  130  sq  ft 
(12  m^ )  per  person  on  the  average,  the 
space  allocation  for  the  eight  indivi- 
duals in  the  foreground  is  closer  to  70 
sq  ft  (6.4  m^).  Thus,  indirect  inter- 
action with  others  is  still  quite  fre- 
quent in  the  upper  range  of  UN- 
IMPEDED FLOW. 


Lower  range  of  UNI.MPEDED  move- 
ment, approaching  OPEN  FLOW. 
.\l)out  350  sq  ft  (32.2  m^)  per  person, 
or  a  flow  rate  of  less  than  1  person  per 
min  per  ft  (3.3  per  m)  of  walkway 
width.  Complete  freedom  to  select  the 
speed  and  direction  of  movement;  in- 
dividuals beiiave  quite  independently 
(-f  each  other.  For  a  design  standard 
based  solely  on  pedestrian  density,  this 
amount  of  space  can  be  considered  ex- 
cessive. 


FIGURE  E-5: 

Photos  of  Pedestrian  Flow  Levels 

SOURCE:    Pushkarev  and  Zupan 
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Photographs  and  descriptions  of  various  pedestrian  flow  levels  are  now  given 
in  Appendix  E,  Figures  E-4  and  E-5,  pp. 412a  and  412b,  and  pp.  259  and  260  of 
this  document. 

Traffic  Levels  of  Service 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Sklar:  "On  pp.  114,  115  the  document  mentions  that  Levels  of 
Service  would  decrease  from  D  to  F  at  the  intersections  of  Mission  and  Beale 
and  Mission  and  Main  as  a  result  of  the  cumulative  development  of  which  this 
is  a  part  and  from  Level  C  to  Level  D  at  Fourth  and  Harrison.  As  defined  in 
Appendix  E,  Table  E-6,  levels  of  service  of  D  and  below  represent  conditions 
of  substantial  traffic  delays  and  backup. 

"Because  the  Municipal  Railway  schedules  frequent  peak  hour  service  along  both 
Mission  and  Fourth  Streets,  the  effect  of  worsened  traffic  conditions  will  be 
increased  delays  to  Muni  vehicles  and  consequent  increases  in  operating  costs 
to  Muni  and  increased  discomfort  and  inconvenience  to  Muni  patrons." 

Sue  Hestor:    "Page  115  -  please  explain  city  policy  with  regard  to 
deteriorating  levels  of  intersection  volume.    Is  it  consistent  to  head  toward 
level  F  everywhere?    So  what  are  we  going  to  do  about  it?    What  if  cumulative 
development  is  35  million  or  55  million  new  square  feet?    What  impact?" 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth:    "According  to  the  draft  EIR  the  impact 
of  this  project  on  the  level  of  service  of  traffic  operation  will  be 
'imperceptible'  and  the  project  will  only  cause  'negligible'  peak-hour 
increases  in  traffic  volumes  on  adjacent  streets.    (Draft  EIR,  p.  4). 

"California  Environmental  Quality  Act  guidelines  specifically  provide  for  the 
evaluation  of  cumulative  impacts  of  other  'closely  related  past,  present,  and 
reasonably  foreseeable,  probable  future  projects.'    (Calif.  Admin.  Code, 
Title  14,  Section  15023.5).    The  draft  EIR  itself  recognizes  the  imminent 
construction  of  an  additional  13.1  million  square  feet  of  office  space.  The 
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EIR's  conclusory  statement  that  traffic  impact  will  be  minor,  inadequately 
documents  the  methodology  utilized  to  analyze  cumulative  traffic  impacts.  The 
EIR  does  not  reveal  the  basis  for  its  bare  assertion  that  traffic  impacts  will 
be  insubstantial  and  inconsequential. 

"In  prior  comments  I  asked  evaluation  of  the  impacts  on  Highway  101.  Since 
those  comments  I  have  received  a  copy  of  the  MTC  memorandum  on  Travel  Impacts 
of  Proposed  Development  on  the  Peninsula  Along  Route  101  (9/9/82).  Please 
analyze  the  material  in  that  report  and  factor  the  cumulative  impact  of  the  38 
projects  therein  on  the  ability  to  move  additional  downtown  workers  through 
that  corridor  and  into  San  Francisco.  .  .  ." 

RESPONSE 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  third  paragraph  on  p.  114.: 
"Increases  in  traffic  congestion  could  also  have  the  effect  of  increasing 
operational  delays  on  Muni  routes  which  would  increase  operating  costs  and 
lower  the  overall  level  of  operation  of  the  Muni  system. 

As  discussed  in  the  traffic  impact  section  and  in  Appendix  E,  the  travel 
assignment  has  been  based  upon  existing  patterns.    Based  upon  existing  levels 
of  auto  usage,  the  cumulative  development  would  increase  traffic  congestion. 
City  policy  is  to  maintain  a  workable  street  system.    The  reason  the 
intersection  Level  of  Service  projections  show  level  F  is  that  no  proposals 
currently  exist  to  improve  the  intersections  studied  because  the  intersections 
are  currently  operating  at  acceptable  levels  (see  Table  11,  p.  115).  As 
discussed  in  mitigation  measures  23  and  24,  p.  145,  the  two  intersections 
expected  to  reach  level  F  could  be  improved  to  handle  more  traffic.  The 
mitigation  measures  are  suggested  only  as  possible  solutions.    The  Department 
of  Public  Works  and  Caltrans  would  have  to  study  the  two  intersections  and 
develop  detailed  plans  prior  to  any  changes.    Alternatively,  if  congestion 
developed  to  unacceptable  levels,  motorists  would  be  expected  to  seek  out  less 
congested  routes  and  would  likely  redistribute  to  other  freeway  ramps  further 
south,  such  as  First  and  Harrison  Streets  to  the  Bay  Bridge,  and  Fourth  and 
Harrison  Streets  to  the  James  Lick  -  Bayshore  Freeway.  Collectively, 
motorists  will  make  shortest  travel-time  calculations  as  to  which  alternative 
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route  is  most  effective  and  the  traffic  will  be  distributed  to  make  efficient 
use  of  all  available  roadways.    The  analysis  shown  in  Table  11  has  not  assumed 
any  redistribution  of  traffic  from  congestion  effects.    If  cumulative 
development  were  to  increase,  impacts  would  increase  proportionately. 

As  shown  in  Table  11,  p.  115  and  stated  on  pages  114-115,  cumulative 
development  would  have  considerable  impact  on  the  freeway  feeder  streets  (two 
intersections  are  projected  to  shift  from  Levels  of  Service  D  to  F).    In  the 
project  vicinity,  cumulative  effects  are  also  projected  but  are 
proportionately  less  than  at  the  freeway  feeder  streets.    Project  traffic 
alone  (V/C  ratio  changes  of  0.02  or  less)  would  not  be  sufficient  to  cause 
Level  of  Service  changes.    Removal  of  the  Financial  Center  Garage  as  part  of 
the  project  would  reduce  local  congestion  and  thus  improve  local  traffic 
conditions,  as  shown  in  Table  11. 

Based  upon  the  joint  MTC/BCDC  report  about  employment  growth  in  the  Bayshore 
(US  101)  corridor),  cited  by  the  commenter,  the  amount  of  development  analyzed 
could  generate  about  62,000  peak  hour  person  trip-ends ./I/    The  report  states 
that  about  10%  of  the  trips  would  be  from  (or  to)  residential  uses  which  could 
be  construed  as  being  already  counted  by  the  projections  in  this  EIR. 
Further,  the  report  states  that  only  20%  of  the  development  would  use  the  101 
freeway  north  of  Millbrae.    Once  transit  use  is  accounted  for,  the  number  of 
vehicle  trips  is  about  9,000  peak-hour  vehicle  trip-ends.    The  report  is  based 
upon  existing  vehicle  use  and  occupancy  patterns  continuing  into  the  future 
unchanged;  the  report  assumes  a  6%  transit  usage.    Thus,  the  analysis  is  not 
sufficient  to  project  actual  future  demand  on  the  Bayshore,  but  rather  is 
intended  to  identify  that  a  change  in  future  travel  patterns  would  need  to  be 
made  to  allow  all  of  the  development  to  take  place. 

/I/    Draft  Report  -  Travel  Impacts  of  Proposed  Development  on  the  Peninsula 
along  Route  101 ,  MTC/BCDC,  September  17,  1982. 
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Peak-Hour  Traffic 
COMMENT 

Darnall  W.  Reynolds:    "Project  generated  traffic  will  increase  existing  AM  and 
PM  peak  period  congestion  on  State  Highways  approaching  and  within  San 
Francisco." 

RESPONSE 

Based  on  the  assumption  that  existing  modal  split  and  residential  patterns 
would  continue  unchanged  into  the  future  it  is  possible  to  assign  downtown 
vehicle  trips  to  the  major  corridors  serving  San  Francisco.    This  process  does 
not  project  non-downtown  growth  and,  thus  is  presented  in  the  text  revision 
below  for  comparative  purposes  only. 

The  following  paragraphs  are  inserted  on  p.  115  following  the  first  paragraph: 

Based  upon  existing  travel  patterns  and  modal  split,  cumulative  downtown 
development  not  including  the  project  would  add  approximately  2,300 
vehicles  to  the  Bay  Bridge  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.    The  Bay  Bridge 
currently  carries  17,800  vehicles  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.    The  cumulative 
downtown  development,  not  including  the  traffic  contributions  from  the 
project,  would  represent  about  10%  of  existing  traffic  levels.  The 
project  would  add  about  70  additional  vehicles  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 
The  Golden  Gate  Bridge  currently  carries  11,000  vehicles  in  the  p.m.  peak 
hour.    Cumulative  downtown  development  not  including  the  project  would 
generate  an  additional  2,000  vehicles  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 

The  project  would  create  demand  for  about  60  vehicles  during  the  p.m.  peak 
hour  on  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge.    It  is  likely  that  most  of  these  vehicles 
would  approach  the  Bridge  on  Lombard  St.    Cumulative  downtown  development 
not  including  the  project  would  add  about  2,700  vehicles  in  the  p.m.  peak 
hour  on  the  two  freeways  (US  101  and  1-280)  that  serve  San  Mateo  and 
Santa  Clara  Counties.    These  freeways  combined  currently  carry  about 
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26,400  vehicles  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.    The  project  would  add  about 
100  vehicles  to  the  p.m.  peak  hour  on  the  freeways  serving  the 
Peninsula. /9a/ 

Footnote  /9a/  is  inserted  following  /9/  on  p.  121. 

/9a/  Traffic  counts  from  1981  Traffic  Volumes  on  California  State 
Highways,  CalTrans,  April  1982. 

Parking 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Nakashima:    "On  Page  117,  it  talks  about  'availability  of  260 
[parking  spaces]  within  1,000  feet.'    I  wasn't  sure  if  that  meant  street 
parking  or  another  parking  facility.    I  would  like  that  clarified." 

RESPONSE 

The  spaces  referred  to  are  all  in  off-street  parking  facilities  that  are  open 
for  public  parking.    The  availability  of  the  spaces  is  based  upon  spot 
occupancy  surveys  made  at  the  facilities. 

Parking  Lots 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "Page  53,  I  was  glad  to  see  an  update  of  parking 
designated  for  these  different  buildings.    But  would  you  please  check  Bush 
Street  between  Powell  and  Mason?    I  was  not  sure  whether  that  is  one  of  the 
garages  that  we  have  been  dealing  with  in  terms  of  housing.    It  may  not  be. 
But  I  was  worried  that  it  was.    Is  that  a  designated  site  for  condos?" 

RESPONSE 

750  Bush  St.,  between  Powell  and  Mason,  is  currently  the  site  of  a  350  space 
parking  garage.    The  Planning  Commission  is  considering  a  proposal  to 
construct  a  60-unit  condominium  building  on  the  site.    If  approved  and 
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constructed,  these  condominiums  would  reduce  the  parking  supply  in  the  Powell 
and  Bush  area  by  350  spaces.    Figure  17,  p.  53,  has  been  updated  to 
incorporate  this  proposal.    The  numbers  on  p.  52  of  the  EIR  in  the  second  and 
third  sentences  of  the  discussion  under  Parking  are  changed  from  18 , 160  to 
17,300,  from  870  to  1 , 170 ,  and  from  five  lots  to  six  sites. 


Financial  Center  Garage 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Sklar:    "The  document  does  not  address  the  effect  in  the  area  of 
removing  the  Financial  Center  Garage  on  traffic  conditions  other  than  parking." 

RESPONSE 

As  discussed  on  pp.  114  and  115,  Environmental  Impact,  Traffic,  the  effects  of 
removing  the  Financial  Center  Garage  are  included  in  the 
existing-plus-cumulative  plus  project  conditions.    Vehicles  currently  using 
the  Financial  Center  Garage  have  been  assumed  to  continue  to  travel  into  the 
downtown  but  not  to  the  garage  site.    As  shown  in  Table  11,  p.  115,  the  V/C 
ratio  at  the  intersection  of  Montgomery  and  Bush  Sts.  would  improve  from  0.88 
to  0.86  (both  Level  of  Service  D)  as  the  project  garage  would  generate  less 
travel  than  the  Financial  Center  Garage. 

Effects  on  Downtown  Retail  Area  of  Demolition  of  Financial  Center  Garage 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "What  would  be  the  effect  on  the  downtown  retail 
shopping  area  if  the  Financial  Center  Garage  traffic  goes  to  the 
Sutter-Stockton  Garage?    It  seems  to  me,  one  of  the  healthy  things  about 
downtown  San  Francisco  --  speaking  as  a  shopper  --  has  been  the  maintenance  of 

Sutter-Stockton  as  well  as  the  O'Farrell-El 1  is  Garage  for  major  department 
stores.    I  seem  to  remember  both  in  the  Sak's  EIR  and,  either  in  the  EIR  or 
discussion  about  the  building,  and  in  the  Neiman  Marcus  [EIR],  that 
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Sutter-Stockton  is  heavily  relied  on  for  shopping.  It  seems  to  me  if  we  start 
sending  Financial  District  users  there,  .  .  .  that  there  would  be  an  effect  on 
the  reta i  1 . " 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth:    "The  proposed  project  would  result  in 
a  net  parking  deficit  of  790  spaces:    the  project  would  displace  an  existing 
360  space  facility,  provide  about  100  spaces,  and  generate  need  for  530  spaces 
hourly. 

"The  draft  EIR  blithely  predicts  that  'traffic  currently  using  the  Financial 
Center  Garage  would  be  expected  to  redistribute  to  other  available  garages  in 
the  project  area.'    (Draft  EIR,  p.  4).    However,  this  is  in  an  area  with  a 
severe  parking  problem.    A  survey  of  existing  long-term,  off-street  parking 
within  2,000  feet  of  the  project  identified  an  occupancy  rate  of  93%.  This 
rate  will  increase  because  lots  presently  available  and  included  in  the  survey 
are  proposed  for  future  office  development." 

RESPONSE 

The  Financial  Center  Garage  has  a  capacity  of  360  spaces,  150  of  which  are 
leased  on  a  monthly  basis.    The  rate  structure  at  the  garage  is  designed  to 
encourage  long-term  parking  in  that  the  daily  maximum  price  of  $10.00  is 
reached  in  2  hours  and  40  minutes.    Although  the  analysis  assumed  that  the 
210  spaces  were  devoted  to  short-term  parking,  actual  short-term  parking 
currently  uses  about  10%  of  the  total  number  of  spaces. 

The  Sutter-Stockton  garage  has  a  rate  structure  designed  to  discourage 
long-term  parking  by  having  a  sharp  increase  in  the  hourly  cost  at  the  3  hour 
point.    According  to  the  garage  manager,  since  the  change  to  the  existing  rate 
structure  in  February  1982,  the  garage  has  not  been  filling  to  capacity  during 
the  day,  whereas  before  the  rate  change  the  garage  was  full  between  11  a.m. 
and  4  p.m.  (Meeting  with  Richard  0.  Guynn,  Secretary- treasurer  of  City  of  San 
Francisco  Uptown  Parking  Corporation  on  July  19,  1982.) 
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Thus,  long-term  parkers  (especially  monthly)  currently  using  the  Financial 
Center  Garage  would  probably  experience  an  increase  in  parking  costs  if  they 
were  to  use  the  Su tter-Stockton  Garage.    This  increase  in  cost  might  be 
sufficient  to  cause  Financial  Center  Garage  users  to  use  parking  facilities 
outside  of  the  downtown  where  rates  are  less  expensive  for  long-term  parking 
or  to  cause  a  shift  away  from  single-occupant  auto  use.    In  either  case,  there 
would  not  be  a  measurable  effect  on  the  Sutter-Stockton  garage.  The 
Sutter-Stockton  Garage  has  applied  for  authorization  to  construct  an 
additional  350  spaces,  which,  if  approved,  would  partially  offset  the  loss  of 
the  Financial  Center  Garage  and  other  garages  that  may  similarly  be  lost  to 
new  construction. 

In  any  case,  the  net  effect  on  retail  uses  would  be  an  increase  in  competition 
for  parking  spaces  in  the  downtown  area.    If  parking  facilities  were  to 
operate  under  rate  structures  favorable  to  long-term  parking  then  short-term 
parking  supply  would  be  effectively  reduced.    If,  conversely,  long-term 
parking  were  discouraged  through  rate  structures  that  would  allow  reasonably 
priced  short-term  parking,  the  short-term  parking  supply  would  be  effectively 
increased. 

As  stated  on  p.  117,  removal  of  the  Financial  Center  Garage  would  deplete  the 
City's  parking  supply  by  360  spaces.    Calculations  discussed  on  page  117 
incorporate  displacement  of  the  Financial  Center  Garage  parking  demand  to 
other  garages  in  the  project  vicinity  with  the  analysis  of  cumulative  demand 
from  new  construction. 

City  Parking  Policy  and  CEQA 

COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "Parking  -  just  because  something  is  City  Policy  doesn't  immunize 
it  under  CEQA  from  having  to  be  dealt  with.    Explain  environmental  impact  of 
removing  short-term  parking  from  downtown  core  area." 
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As  discussed  on  p.  118,  City  policy  calls  for  removal  of  long-term  parking 
through  the  conversion  of  long-term  to  short-term  parking.    City  policy  does 
not  advocate  (and  it  is  not  stated  in  the  EIR)  the  removal  of  short-term 
parking  from  the  downtown  core.    The  impact  of  removal  of  long-term  parking 
from  the  downtown  core  is  discussed  on  p.  118.    The  removal  of  the  existing 
on-site  garage  is  discussed  on  pp.  116  and  117.    (See  also  response  on  p.  252 
of  this  document.)    Actual  short-term  use  of  the  on-site  garage  is  about  10% 
of  the  total  capacity. 

Adequacy  of  Project  Parking 

Commissioner  Sklar:    "There  appears  to  be  inadequate  parking  space." 
RESPONSE 

As  stated  on  p.  116,  the  project  would  be  required  to  provide  14  parking 
spaces  for  the  residential  portion  of  the  project  and  no  spaces  for  the  retail 
and  office  uses  as  the  project  is  in  the  C-3-0  zoning  district.    The  project 
is  in  accord  with  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  Master  Plan  in  that  no  new 
long-term  parking  would  be  provided  in  the  Downtown  core.    The  EIR  states  on 
p.  117  that  the  projected  parking  demand,  based  upon  existing  travel  patterns, 
would  exceed  the  on-site  parking  supply. 

Short-term  Parking 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Karasick:    "On  Page  52,  next  to  the  last  paragraph  states: 
'.  .  .  approximately  40  spaces  per  hour  empty  and  are  refilled  during  this 
time  period.'    This  is  the  Financial  Center  garage. 

"And  on  Page  116,  it  states  that  after  this  project  is  built,  the  short-term 
demand  was  calculated  to  be  40  spaces  per  hour.    In  other  words,  it  would 
appear  to  me  that  40  spaces  per  hour  is  the  same  requirement  for  short-term 
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parking  with  or  without  the  project  there,  and  I  find  that  a  little  difficult 
to  understand.    Because  I  would  imagine  with  2,000  employees  and  I  don't  know 
how  many  businesses,  that  the  demand  for  short-term  parking  must  be  more  than 
the  demand  for  short-term  parking  as  it  exists.    So  I  would  like  that  looked 
into." 

RESPONSE 

The  two  analyses  are  not  interchangeable  as  suggested  in  the  comment.  The 
hourly  turnover  rate  at  the  Financial  Center  garage  can  be  construed  to  be  a 
measure  of  short-term  parking  demand  in  the  area,  currently.    However,  the 
analysis  on  page  116  refers  to  the  demand  from  the  project  without  any  measure 
of  the  future  short-term  demand  from  the  area  surrounding  the  project.  Some 
of  the  existing  short-term  demand  would  disappear  as  a  result  of  the  buildings 
on-site  being  removed  and  some  would  relocate  to  other  garages  once  the 
Financial  Center  Garage  is  removed.    As  discussed  on  page  117  the  cumulative 
short-term  demand  would  be  about  350  spaces,  including  all  210  spaces  at  the 
Financial  Center  Garage.    This  would  be  a  greater  impact  than  the  project-only 
short-term  parking  demand  of  40  spaces  per  hour. 

Long  Term  Parking  Demand 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Karasick:    "On  Page  117  there  is  a  statement  that  says:  'The 
project  would  represent  3.1  percent  of  the  total  demand'  for  long-term 
parking.    I  don't  know  if  3.1  percent  is,  means  anything  --  if  it  is 
significant,  if  it  is  not  significant.    It  would  appear  to  me  that  it  is  a 
very  large  number,  but  I  really  don't  know,  because  I  have  nothing  to  compare 
it  with.    I  would  like  to  know  if  it  has  any  significance  or  if  it  is  just 
thrown  in  there  for  information." 

RESPONSE 

The  percentage  is  provided  to  indicate  the  relative  magnitude  of  the  project 
parking  demand  to  the  cumulative  demand:    3.1%  of  the  cumulative  long-term 
parking  demand  (including  project)  of  15,600  spaces  is  about  490  spaces  (as 
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discussed  on  p.  116  of  the  EIR).    Taken  alone,  without  any  cumulative  demand, 
the  project  demand  would  not  be  significant  as  sufficient  spaces  exist  today 
to  absorb  the  demand  for  project  parking. 

Parking  Impacts 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Karasick:    "The  biggest  problem  that  I  have  is  the  elimination  of 
360  on-site  parking  spaces,  the  imposition  of  2,000  employees  and  however  many 
businesses,  the  adding  of  a  hundred  parking  spaces,  56  of  which  will  be  for 
the  residences,  leaving  44.    And,  as  the  EIR  states,  a  net  loss  of  790  parking 
spaces  due  to  this  project.    Elsewhere  in  the  EIR  it  talks  about  Bush  Street 
as  being  a  main  traffic  arterial  that  has  been  designated  for  the  purpose  of 
bringing  cars  into  the  downtown  area  .  .  .    And  it  does  do  that. 

"This  parking  structure  ...  is  one  of  the  few  that  exists  on  Bush,  which  is 
our  main  .  .  .  ingress  ...  to  this  area.    And  I  think  that  the  loss  of  this 
number  of  parking  spaces  is  extremely  detrimental  to  the  general  atmosphere  of 
downtown . 

"I  know  that  for  a  long  time,  our  position  has  been,  or  the  position  of  many 
people  has  been,  that  we  should  encourage  public  transportation.    And,  indeed, 
I  would  encourage  public  transportation.    But  since  the  possibility  of  adding 
to  the  stock  or  increasing  the  capacity  for  public  transportation  may  or  may 
not  be  there,  I  don't  relish  the  fact  that  we  would  be  at  the  same  time 
eliminating  360  parking  spaces.    The  combination  of  the  two,  the  nonviability 
of  additional  mass  transit,  coupled  with  the  loss  of  parking  facilities,  to 
me,  is  a  very  bad  situation." 

RESPONSE 

Master  Plan  Parking  Policies  and  the  effects  thereof  are  discussed  on  page  118 
of  the  EIR.    The  ability  of  parking  policies  to  shift  auto  users  to  transit  is 
heavily  dependent  upon  the  availability  of  effective  transit  systems.  Thus, 
if  the  transit  capacity  were  not  available  and  parking  is  not  provided,  a 
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shift  to  higher  vehicle  occupancies 
alternatively,  peak-hour  conditions 
shift  of  employment  location  (i.e., 
also  the  response  to  the  comment  on 


(ridesharing)  would  have  to  occur  or, 
would  extend  over  a  greater  period,  or  a 
out  of  the  downtown)  would  occur.  (See 
"Transit  Impacts  on  Muni"  on  p.  252.) 


ENERGY 

Diablo  Canyon  Nuclear  Plant 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman:  "Page  5  says  they  will  not  need  any  new  power  plants. 
Does  that  include  Diablo  Canyon,  which  has  not  been  completed?  .  .  .  They  do 
not  need  new  power  plants  to  provide  the  energy?" 

RESPONSE 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company's  (PG&E)  anticipated  sources  to  meet  its 
future  electrical  demand  are  discussed  on  p.  128  and  p.  131.    This  discussion 
has  been  moved  to  follow  the  first  paragraph  on  page  126,  for  clarity.  In 
addition,  the  first  line  of  this  paragraph  has  been  deleted.    PG&E  would  be 
able  to  supply  electricity  to  the  project  even  if  Diablo  Canyon  were  not  to 
begin  operating  but  projected  costs  would  be  higher  and  reserve  margins  would 
be  less.    The  following  sentence  has  been  added  to  the  bottom  of  the  second 
full  paragraph  on  p.  5  to  clarify  this  point  in  the  summary:    "PG&E  would  be 
able  to  supply  energy  to  the  project  without  the  Diablo  Canyon  nuclear  plant, 
but  at  higher  costs  than  projected  with  the  plant." 

Cost-Benefit  Analysis 

COMMENT 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth:    "The  proposed  structure  would  be 
designed  in  accordance  with  minimum  State  energy  efficiency  standards. 
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"The  Draft  EIR  does  not  adequately  address  the  cost-benefit  analysis  which 
resulted  in  a  decision  to  trade-off  more  efficient  energy-conservation  systems 
for  present  savings." 

RESPONSE 

The  first  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  pg.  127  states  that,  "The 
structure  is  designed  to  exceed  the  minimum  State  Energy  Conservation 
Standards."    A  more  complete  discussion  of  the  reasons  for  adopting  or 
rejecting  energy  conservation  systems  for  the  project  is  given  in  the 
"Mitigation  Measures"  section,  pp.  147-148,  of  the  EIR. 

CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 
Cumulative  List 
COMMENTS 

Sue  Hestor:    "Please  .  .  .  include  in  the  cumulative  impact  .  .  .  all  of  the 
proposals  I  have  listed,  which  total  55  million  sq.  ft. ( including  the  Mission 
Bay  project).    This  is  especially  important  for  analysis  of  streets  near 
freeway  entrances/exits  or  which  lead  to  them  (Bush  is  one  such  street  as  is 
Kearny)  and  for  bridge,  highway  and  transit  capacity. 

"My  comments  on  135  Main  did  not  include  the  full  amount  of  development  now 
planned  for  Mission  Bay.    According  to  their  released  plan,  the  amount  of 
office  space  is  18.4  million  sq.  ft.  and  500,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail/It 
industry,  and  7,000  dwellings.    Please  add  that  development  into  your 
cumulative  impact  analysis,  especially  transit,  traffic  and  air  quality. 

"My  figures  on  the  amount  of  cumulative  development  are  now  55  million  square 
feet  of  under  construction,  approved  or  proposed  commercial  development. 
Please  tell  what  the  impacts  of  that  amount  of  development  will  be  - 
especially  on  the  ability  to  move  people  into,  around  and  out  of  San 
Francisco.    What  complications  will  arise  in  a  major  disaster  during  the 
daytime  when  all  of  the  commuters  are  here?    Can  San  Francisco  move  them  out, 
accommodate  them,  what  is  our  disaster  plan  for  dealing  with  so  many  people? 
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"Page  96  -  costs  to  city  -  this  entire  section  is  focused  on  this  particular 
project,  rather  than  on  cumulative  impact.    It  is  irrelevant  if  in  isolation 
the  project  may  not  require  that  much  city  service  if  the  cumulative  amount 
results  in  so  much  congestion,  air  pollution,  urban  ugliness  that  the  City  has 
to  take  enormous  steps  to  undo  the  mess." 

RESPONSE 

Of  the  projects  requested  to  be  included  in  the  cumulative  analysis  by  the 
commenter,  many  are  already  on  the  list  and  others  are  not  appropriate  to 
include  in  a  cumulative  analysis  of  downtown  projects. 

Some  projects  are  already  included  on  the  list  of  projects  used  for  cumulative 
analysis  in  the  EIR:    291-lOth  Street;  195  Berry,  also  called  China  Basin 
Building  and  approved  for  196,000  square  feet  of  office  space;  the  Gift  Mart, 
listed  under  the  name  "Convention  Plaza";  Welsh  Commons;  and  690  Second  at 
Townsend.    Others  on  the  commenter 's  list  have  filed  no  applications  and  are 
therefore  not  appropriate  at  this  time  to  consider  in  the  foreseeable  future: 
1066  Broadway,  Trinity  Plaza,  Hills  Brothers,  1670  Pine.  General 
possibilities,  including  housing  or  a  shopping  center  or  office  space,  with 
and  without  parking,  have  been  described  in  newspaper  articles  about  Trinity 
Plaza  at  8th  and  Market  Street,  but  no  application  of  any  kind  has  been  filed 
for  this  site. 

Several  projects  requested  to  be  added  were  approved  a  few  years  ago  and  have 
since  been  completed:    Holiday  Inn  Fisherman's  Wharf,  1625  Van  Ness  and  483 
Third  St.    They  are  part  of  the  base  case  and  would  be  double-counted  if 
included  in  the  cumulative  analyses. 

The  following  proposals  are  hotel  or  residential  uses:    Olympic  Club  Hotel, 
Warfield  Hotel,  790  Van  Ness,  990  Columbus,  Grosvenor  Townhouse, 
Baber-Stockton/O 'Parrel  1 ,  Hilton  Tower  No.  2,  Holiday  Inn,  Holiday  Inn-Civic 
Center,  Holiday  Inn-Fisherman's  Wharf  (completed).  Hotel  Ramada,  Meridien 

Hotel.    As  explained  in  the  discussion  of  cumulative  impact  analysis 
methodology  on  pg.  252  of  the  EIR,  travel  characteristics  for  residential  and 
hotel  uses  indicate  that  peak  trips  do  not  coincide  with  office  peak  trips. 


275 


VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

The  accuracy  of  projections  contained  in  the  cumulative  transportation 
analyses  in  the  EIR  is  limited  by  the  accumulated  accuracy  of  the  individual 
components.    Essentially,  the  uncertainty  in  each  component  compounds,  making 
the  overall  analysis  as  accurate  as  the  least  reliable  component  of  the 
analysis.    The  base  data,  which  are  collected  as  a  series  of  counts 
(intersection,  transit  ridership,  parking)  on  individual  days  rather  than 
being  an  annual  average,  are  subject  to  seasonal  variations  (i.e.,  more  people 
take  vacations  during  summer  months,  shopping  travel  is  highest  between 
Thanksgiving  and  Christmas,  fewer  people  walk  when  it  rains)  as  well  as 
economic  variations  that  might  result  from  changes  in  the  cost  of  gasoline, 
transit  fares,  and  parking  costs.    The  forecast  information  is  based  upon  trip 
generation,  modal  split,  and  trip  assignments  data  that  are  available  for 
existing  conditions.    The  projections  do  not  assume  any  deviation  from 
existing  patterns.    As  travel  patterns  tend  to  be  influenced  by  a  variety  of 
factors,  including  congestion  (i.e.,  each  traveler  tries  to  find  the  optimum 
method  of  travelling  to  and  from  work),  cost,  choice  of  residence  location, 
and  individual  preferences,  the  results  of  the  transportation  analysis  do  not 
reflect  possible  redistribution  of  existing  travel  patterns.    Possible  changes 
in  traffic  patterns  are  not  considered  because  no  reliable  method  exists  to 
predict  the  individual  choices  that  would  aggregate  into  future  travel 
patterns. 

Further,  as  the  travel  demand  analysis  for  the  EIR  was  based  upon  the  various 
estimates  for  land  use  allocation  and  amount  of  gross  floor  area  associated 
with  each  building,  the  travel  estimates  are  sensitive  to  changes  in  the 
projected  amount  of  cumulative  development.    The  cumulative  traffic  and 
transit  impact  analysis  is  sensitive  also  to  1)  parking  price  structures  and 
fuel  availability  and  cost,  which  affect  the  modal  split;  2)  future  traffic 
management  changes  in  the  downtown  area  which  could  take  the  form  of  increased 
development  of  transit  preferential  streets  and  further  restrictions  of 
on-street  parking  in  order  to  facilitate  general  vehicle  flow;  3)  future 
changes  in  the  operating  characteristics  of  each  transit  system,  which  are 

dependent  on  policy  choices  made  at  the  local,  regional,  state  and  federal 
levels;  4)  the  rate  of  increase  in  intensity  of  land  use  downtown,  with  a 
resulting  increase  in  pedestrian  volumes  which  affects  intersection  capacity; 
and  5)  changes  in  the  pattern  of  residential  development  and  choices  of 
residence  location  by  individual  downtown  workers. 
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In  light  of  the  above  uncertainties,  the  quality  of  the  available  data,  and 
the  type  of  trip-generation  model  used,  the  overall  accuracy  of  the  travel 
demand  projections  is  in  the  range  of  +10-15%. 

The  cumulative  development  analysis  has  considered  0.5  million  gross  square 
feet  of  retail  space  proposed  to  be  built  in  conjunction  with  office  buildings 
shown  in  Table  E-1  on  page  392.    The  analysis  did  not  consider  any 
free-standing  retail  space.    The  only  free-standing  retail  development 
downtown  which  was  under  formal  review,  approved,  or  under  construction  at  the 
time  of  analysis  was  the  recently  opened  Neiman-Marcus  store  at  Union  Square. 
The  Neiman-Marcus  store  would  generate  about  200  new  p.m.  peak-hour 
person-trip-ends,  which  would  be  an  increase  of  less  than  1%  over  the 
cumulative  development  increase.    This  increase  would  be  within  the  margin  of 
error  for  the  transportation  analysis. 

Projects  proposed  at  650  Seventh,    870  Brannan,  15th  and  Vermont,  101  Utah 
(Wholesale  Mart  addition),  and  963  Pacific  (1200  sq.ft.)  are  all  non-office 
uses,  such  as  wholesale  showrooms,  which  have  fewer  employees  per  square  foot 
and  different  commute  times,  modes,  and  distribution  characteristics  than 
office  uses.    Therefore,  they  do  not  contribute  significantly  to  peak 
cumulative  transportation  or  air  quality  effects. 

The  following  proposals  appear  to  be  inactive  and  therefore  have  not  been 
included:    Fox  Plaza  addition  (inactive  since  1980),  301  Mission  (inactive 
since  mid-1981),  and  99  Oak  (inactive  since  late  1981).    Three  others, 
275  Steuart,  199  New  Montgomery,  and  the  Warfield  Hotel  no  longer  have 
building  permit  applications  pending  as  sponsors  withdrew  the  applications 
(that  for  275  Steuart  was  withdrawn  nearly  two  years  ago). 

Negotiations  are  under  way  between  the  General  Services  Administration  and  the 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  for  a  site  for  a  federal  office  building  in 
Verba  Buena  Center.    If  a  building  program  were  authorized  by  Congress  in 
fiscal  1983,  plans  would  be  developed.    Construction  would  be  completed  and 
occupancy  would  follow  in  the  early  1990's.    Funds  for  construction  of  a  State 
building  in  San  Francisco  were  requested  but  not  included  in  the  State  budget 
for  fiscal  1982-83.    Construction  and  occupancy  dates  are  thus  unknown. 
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The  cumulative  development  is  generally  contained  in  the  C-2,  C-3-0,  C-3-R, 
C-3-G,  and  C-3-S  zoning  districts  as  well  as  in  portions  of  the  M-1  and  M-2 
zoning  districts  north  of  China  Basin.    The  majority  of  the  development  (on  a 
square  footage  basis)  is  proposed  for  the  C-3-0  zoning  district. 

The  cumulative  study  area  selected  was  based  partially  upon  the  transportation 
facilities  serving  Downtown  and  partially  upon  topography.    The  transportation 
analysis  focused  upon  the  downtown  street  and  transit  system  including  freeway 
access  ramps.    The  location  of  the  freeway  access  ramps  partially  forms  the 
boundaries  of  the  cumulative  area  on  the  south  and  the  west.  The 
transportation  analysis  focused  upon  peak  direction  travel  from  the  project 
vicinity.    Developments  within  the  cumulative  study  area  were  assumed  to  add 
travel  in  the  peak  direction  (heaviest  demand  direction)  on  the  downtown 
street  and  transit  system.    Locations  such  as  Executive  Park  or  the  Bayshore 
Freeway  corridor  in  San  Mateo  County  would  not  have  a  similar  effect. 

The  following  projects  are  not  located  within  the  greater  downtown  area  that 
forms  the  basis  for  the  cumulative  analysis:    San  Francisco  Executive  Park, 
Mission  &  Russia,  350  Beach,  1734  Union,  1969  Union,  2318  Fillmore,  395  Hayes, 
1975  Market,  Francisco  Place,  1099  Sixteenth  St.,  1735  Franklin,  1581  Bush, 
644  Broadway. 

The  cumulative  list  does  contain  those  office  buildings  in  the  Verba  Buena 
Center  Redevelopment  Area  which  are  under  construction  or  for  which  Land 
Disposition  Agreements  have  been  approved  and  which  have  definitely  identified 
floor  area  figures.    The  projects  included  are  the  National  Maritime  Union, 
Block  3751,  80,000  sq.  ft.;  Office  Building,  SB-1,  Block  3752,  11,000  sq.  ft.; 
Verba  Buena  West,  Block  3724,  300,000  sq.  ft.;  and  Convention  Plaza,  Block 
3735,  339,000  sq.  ft. 

Actions  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  approving  Redevelopment  Area  Plans 
constitute  approval  of  a  general  plan  with  a  range  of  permitted  uses  and  floor 

areas  but  without  precise  floor  area  figures  for  each  parcel.    These  are 
determined  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  in  negotiations  with  accepted 
developers.    Thus,  negotiations  are  presently  under  way  with  a  developer  for 
the  central  blocks  of  Verba  Buena  Center.    Unless  and  until  the  negotiations 
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are  completed  and  a  Land  Disposition  Agreement  (LDA)  is  made,  there  are  no 
floor  area  figures,  by  type  of  use,  for  those  blocks  that  would  be  comparable 
with  those  included  in  the  list  used  in  the  cumulative  analysis. 

Although  a  maximum  limit  on  development  has  been  established  in  each 
redevelopment  area,  there  is  not  enough  information  about  proposals  which  have 
not  obtained  an  LDA  to  provide  reasonably  accurate  calculations  of  cumulative 
impacts  comparable  to  those  based  on  the  cumulative  project  list.    If  the 
maximum  amount  of  office  space  permitted  by  the  YBC  plan  were  included, 
however,  the  cumulative  total  for  projects  under  review  would  be  increased  by 
1.9  million  square  feet,  or  11%.    It  should  be  noted  that  the  maximum  floor 
area  permitted  in  a  redevelopment  area  by  an  approved  Redevelopment  Plan,  like 
the  maximum  floor  area  allowed  in  a  zoning  district  by  a  zoning  ordinance  is 
seldom,  if  ever,  attained.    It  would  be  unreasonable  to  suggest  that  all  the 
potential  floor  area  permitted  by  commercial  zoning  districts  in  San  Francisco 
be  counted  in  the  cumulative  list  for  analysis  in  a  single-project  EIR. 

The  Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Area  (YBC)  has  been  the  subject  of 
environmental  review  since  1973.    In  1978,  an  EIR  was  certified  covering  four 
distinct  development  alternatives  with  variants  and  one  tentative  proposal  for 
the  86-acre  YBC  area.    In  1981,  a  Supplement  to  the  1978  EIR  was  certified 
pertaining  to  a  development  program  for  the  block  fronting  on  Market  St., 
which  had  not  been  covered  in  the  1978  FEIR.    In  May  1982,  a  Second  Draft 
Supplement  (82.35E)  to  the  EIR  was  published  which  presents  an  additional 
development  alternative  for  the  entire  YBC  area  and  four  one-block  variants. 
A  public  hearing  on  the  DEIR  was  held  in  July.    This  Second  Supplement  is 
expected  to  be  considered  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission  for  certification  in  December,  1982. 

As  noted,  those  parcels  within  YBC  that  have  buildings  under  construction  or 
approved  LDAs  are  already  included  in  the  transportation  and  other  cumulative 
analyses  for  this  EIR.    The  disposition  of  all  other  vacant  parcels  and  lots 
on  which  buildings  are  located  that  are  not  slated  for  preservation  is  under 
the  control  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission.    The  Agency  Commission 
could  elect  to  approve  any  of  the  uses  that  have  received  environmental  review 
in  the  1978  FEIR  and  two  Supplements  (after  certification  of  the  Second 
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Supplement),  or  any  which  might  receive  environmental  review  in  the  future. 
To  precisely  state  particular  uses  and  amounts  of  floor  areas  for  YBC  parcels 
for  which  specific  plans  have  not  been  approved  would  give  a  false  impression 
of  accuracy  and  could  be  misleading. 

The  development  potential  for  the  Mission  Bay  and  Rincon  Hill  areas  is 
presently  in  preliminary  stages  of  planning.    Eleven  alternatives  are  under 
consideration  for  Mission  Bay.    A  planning  and  feasibility  study  is  being  made 
for  Rincon  Hill.    No  project  approvals  have  been  applied  for,  as  the  amount 
and  type  of  development  has  not  been  established  for  either  area. 

The  project  list  used  in  this  EIR  is,  as  noted,  a  list  of  specific  projects 
which  have  completed  or  are  undergoing  formal  public  review  leading  to 
authorization  to  construct. 

Many  projects  on  the  commenter's  list  are  in  very  early  stages  of  review  by 
City  agencies:    Pine-Kearny  Office  Building,  Union  Square  West  (now  called 
Mixed  Use  Development  Block  331),  5th  and  Market,  900  Kearny,  505  Montgomery, 
562  Mission,  1171  Sansome,  101  Hayes,  1601  Van  Ness,  640  2nd  St.,  and 
400  2nd  St.    Such  projects  often  change  size  or  even  uses  proposed  in  these 
early  stages,  or  are  withdrawn.    Some  have  filed  for  review  by  the  Department 
of  City  Planning  but  have  not  filed  formal  requests  for  approval.  For 
example,  the  Pine-Kearny  project  was  first  proposed  as  a  hotel;  the  Block  331 
project  originally  included  several  hundred  new  dwelling  units,  and  the  562 
Mission  St.  project  has  changed  ownership  two  times  since  the  original 
filing.    These  projects  are  therefore  considered  too  indefinite  to  include 
until  plans  are  better  defined. 

The  Cumulative  Office  and  Retail  Development  list,  if  updated  to 
October  28,  1982,  would  include  the  following  additional  projects:    AB  3717, 
Mission-Main,  342,800  sq.ft.;  AB  3750,  Second  and  Harrison,  228,000  sq.ft.; 
AB  3735,  Planter's  Hotel  conversion,  20,000  sq.  ft.;  AB  738,  One  Flynn  Center, 
25,000  sq.ft.;  AB  768,  Franklin  and  McAllister  53,600  sq.ft.;  AB  3750, 
642  Harrison,  45,900  sq.ft.;  AB  3794,  155  Townsend,  19,000  sq.ft.;  AB  143, 
1000  Montgomery,  39,000  sq.ft.,  and  AB  141,  100  Broadway,  13,000  sq.  ft.  The 
updated  list  would  also  have  the  1049  Market  (108,000  sq.ft.)  and  Greyhound 
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Bus  Terminal  (100,000  sq.ft.)  projects  removed.    Both  projects  have  been 
withdrawn  from  consideration  by  their  project  sponsors.    In  addition,  the 
square  footage  analyzed  for  the  Ferry  Building  should  be  reduced  by  173,000 
sq.ft.  of  office  space  and  15,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail  space. 

Most  of  these  revisions  have  occurred  since  the  DEIR  was  printed.    If  the 
totals  were  adjusted  to  make  these  changes,  net  new  office  square  footage 
would  increase  by  about  0.4  million  and  retail  square  footage  would  remain 
about  the  same.    As  the  analysis  methodologies  are  accurate  only  to  +  10-15%, 
a  change  of  0.4  million  (2.5%)  would  not  change  the  results  presented  in  the 
EIR. 

The  cumulative  impact  analysis  is  based  upon  projects  that  are  under 
construction,  approved,  or  under  formal  review  at  the  time  of  analysis.  The 
Mission  Bay  area  is  currently  the  subject  of  a  planning  and  feasibility  study 
in  which  eleven  alternatives  are  under  consideration.    No  project  approvals 
have  been  applied  for  as  the  amount  and  type  of  development  have  not  been 
determined  for  the  area.    Inclusion  of  Mission  Bay  in  the  cumulative 
development  analysis  would  result  in  adding  a  general  concept  to  a  list  of 
specific  projects. 

The  cumulative  fiscal  impacts  of  the  project  in  relation  to  other  downtown 
development  is  discussed  on  pp.  98-100  of  the  EIR.    The  discussion  on 
pp.  94-96  describes  project-specific  fiscal  impacts. 

Cumulative  impacts  on  traffic,  including  intersections,  are  discussed  on 
pp.  114-115  of  the  EIR    and  cumulative  air  quality  impacts  are  discussed  on 
pp.  123-125  of  the  EIR.    A  determination  of  "urban  ugliness"  was  not  made 
because  such  observations  would  be  subjective  and  are  beyond  the  scope  of  the 
EIR. 

Concerning  disaster  planning  and  the  emergency  response  plan,  see  the  comment 
and  response  on  page  291. 
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135  Main  St.  Comments 
COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor  submitted  written  comments  dated  October  8,  1982,  in  addition  to 
testimony,  at  the  DEIR  public  hearing  regarding  EE81.61,  135  Main  Supplemental 
EIR,  and  asked  that  they  be  used  for  333  Bush  St.  as  well.    Those  comments 
were  mainly  on  cumulative  impacts  and  regional  transportation.    At  the  public 
hearing  on  the  135  Main  project  Ms.  Hestor  requested  that  her  comments  on  that 
project  (which  were  general,  regarding  regional  and  cumulative  impact 
problems)  be  incorporated  for  this  project. 

RESPONSE 

The  generic  comments  submitted  by  Ms.  Hestor  were  responded  to  in  the  Comments 
and  Responses  document  of  the  135  Main  Street  Supplemental  EIR  dated  November 
1,  1982.    The  comments  and  responses  pertaining  to  cumulative  impacts  and 
regional  transportation  are  found  on  pages  4-6,  7-9,  10-14,  15-19,  23-31c, 
35-37,  38-40,  41-45,  52-60,  61-64,  and  67-72  of  the  Comments  and  Responses  on 
the  135  Main  Street  Supplemental  EIR.    Ms.  Hester's  complete  letter  of  comment 
is  published  in  that  document  following  page  73.    Those  comments  and  responses 
are  incorporated  herein  by  reference  in  accordance  with  Section  15149  of  the 
CEQA  Guidelines.    The  document  is  available  for  review  at  the  Department  of 
City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  Street,  Fifth 
Floor,  San  Francisco.    The  referenced  comments  and  responses  pertain  to  office 
vacancy  rates,  regional  housing,  cumulative  housing,  effects  of  office 
development  on  Muni  costs,  cumulative  development  lists  used  in  the  cumulative 
analysis,  retail  space  and  hotel  space  in  the  cumulative  analysis,  regional 
infrastructure  development,  regional  impacts  on  air  quality,  and  general 
mitigation  measures. 
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Transportation  Survey 
COMMENT 

Kay  Pachtner:    "On  page  144,  Item  18.    'Within  a  year  of  receiving  a 
certificate  of  occupancy  of  the  project,  the  project  sponsors  would  conduct  a 
survey,  in  accordance  with  methodology  .  .  .  'And  then  guess  what  they  are 
going  to  do  with  it?    They  are  going  to  give  it  to  you.    .  .  .    You  ought  to 
be  able  to  ask  that  it's  mitigated  once  that  kind  of  work  is  done.    I  mean, 
you  can't  leave  it  open-ended  like  that.    It's  got  to  be  mitigated." 

RESPONSE 

The  survey  undertaken  by  the  project  sponsor  would  be  used  by  the  Department 
of  City  Planning  staff  to  supplement  existing  information  that  the  department 
uses  in  planning  and  decision-making  processes.    The  transportation  survey 
proposed  as  a  mitigation  measure  could  be  used  by  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  and  other  concerned  City  departments  (i.e.,  Public  Works  and  Muni)  to 
determine  priorities  for  street  improvement,  bus  routes,  and  other  transit 
related  improvements.    Cal trans  and  downtown  office  project  developers  may 
also  be  interested  in  van  and  carpool  information  for  use  in  transportation 
planning  and  project  parking  area  allocation,  respectively. 

Truck  Deliveries  and  Loading 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Karasick:    "On  Page  143,  Paragraph  14,  [Mitigation]  it  says 
'.  .  .  the  project  sponsor  would  attempt  to  schedule  project  truck  movement  to 
minimize  peak-hour  traffic  conflicts.'    I  would  prefer  to  delete  the  term 
'attempt  to'  and  say  'the  project  sponsor  will.'    Because  I  believe  it  is 

possible  to  do  so  and  still  not  jeopardize  construction  progress." 
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RESPONSE 

Mitigation  measure  14,  page  143  has  been  revised  to  read: 

"During  the  construction  period,  the  project  sponsor  and  the  construction 
contractor  would  schedule  project  truck  movement  to  minimize  peak-hour 
traffic  conflicts." 

See  also  measure  14a  on  p.  143  for  additional  mitigation. 

Transit  Assessment  Fee 
COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "Mitigation  10  -  consider  impact  of  absolute  requirement  of 
payment  of  money  for  additional  MUNI  service,  not  merely  a  "maybe"  contingent 
on  litigation.    How  do  you  know  there  will  be  ANY  mitigation  from  this 
measure.    Please  quantify." 

RESPONSE 

Mitigation  measure  10  is  included  as  part  of  the  project.    Should  a  transit 
development  fee  or  similar  Muni  funding  program  not  be  implemented  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  or  be  struck  down  by  the  courts,  mitigation  measure  10 
would  not  provide  financial  assistance  to  Muni. 

COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "Add  25  1/2  -  Assessment  District." 
RESPONSE 

The  comment  is  not  clear.    It  seems  to  suggest  the  addition  of  a  mitigation 
measure  pertaining  to  the  transit  assessment  district  measure  that  was  before 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  which  has  been  postponed  for  consideration  until 
1983.    A  measure  is  added  as  follows  on  page  146:    "25a.    The  project  sponsor 
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would  comply  with  any  legal  measures  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for 
funding  of  transit  development  and  improvement  to  meet  the  peak  transit 
demands  caused  by  cumulative  office  development  in  the  downtown  area." 

Worst  Case  Transit  Scenario 

COMMENT 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth:    "According  to  the  draft  EIR  the 
proposed  project  will  result  in  approximately  a  two  percent  increase  in 
ridership  on  the  Muni  lines.    Other  transportation  systems  impacted  include 
BART,  A/C  Transit,  SamTrans,  Southern  Pacific  Railroad,  Golden  Gate  Transit 
and  the  Ferry  System.    The  cumulative  impact  from  this  project  and  other 
proposed  developments  will  be  staggering.    'If  existing  City/State/Federal 
funding  were  to  decrease,  operating  conditions  on  the  Muni  and  other  carriers 
could  be  expected  to  deteriorate.'    (Draft  EIR,  p.  106).    This  worst  case 
scenario,  i.e.,  a  decrease  in  funding,  is  not  unthinkable;  it  is  a  current 
political  reality  that  funding  for  mass  transit  is  threatened  by  shifts  in 
budgetary  priorities. 

"The  primary  mitigation  measure  provided  by  the  project  --  to  comply  with 
measures  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  (Draft  EIR,  p.  143)  - 
inadequately  responds  to  the  worst  case  scenario.    The  most  obvious  inadequacy 
stems  from  the  fact  that  traffic  impacts  will  flow  beyond  the  county  limits, 
and  thus  beyond  the  power  of  the  Board  to  suggest  and  implement  remedial 
measures." 

RESPONSE 

Transit  agencies  receive  funding  for  capital  improvements  from  several  sources 
including  Transit  Development  Act  State  gasoline  tax  funds.  Federal  UMTA 
grants,  and  State  Transportation  Assistance  Programs,  all  of  which  are 
disbursed  through  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC).  Jay 

Miyazaki,  Manager  of  Allocations  and  Assistance  at  the  MTC,  anticipates  that 
these  funding  sources  and  additional  sources,  such  as  toll  bridge  revenue  and 
UMTA  special  programs,  will  continue  to  be  available  in  the  future  (telephone 


285 


VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

conversation,  July  8,  1982).    Should  funding  sources  for  capital  improvements 
no  longer  be  available  or  should  the  amount  of  funding  decrease,  sufficient 
capacity  may  not  be  added  to  these  systems  in  the  future.    Should  this  occur, 
excess  travel  on  these  systems  can  be  expected  to  either  shift  to  another  mode 
of  travel  or  to  other,  less  crowded  times  if  working  conditions  permit  and 
off-peak  transit  capacity  is  available. 

Future  policies  concerning  federal  support  of  local  transit  systems  are  beyond 
the  capability  of  an  EIR  to  foretell,  as  they  are  subject  to  future  national 
policies  made  on  behalf  of  future  national  electorates.    The  State  CEQA 
Guidelines  (Section  15140  (h)  state  that:    "If,  after  thorough  investigation, 
a  lead  agency  finds  that  a  particular  impact  is  too  speculative  for 
evaluation,  the  agency  should  note  its  conclusion  and  terminate  discussion  of 
the  impact." 

Long-Term  Parking  Demand 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Nakashima:    "I  would  like  to  have  the  City  Planning  Department 
clarify  for  me  if  we  are  doing  anything  at  all  to  mitigate  the  shortfall  on 
long-term  parking  any  place  in  the  City,  other  than  the  urging  of  public 
transit  and  vanpools  and  carpools.    Is  the  City  making  any  plans  to  mitigate 
the  effects  of  long-term  parking?" 

RESPONSE 

The  City  Planning  Department  is  currently  conducting  a  feasibility  study  of 
locations  for  long-term  parking  facilities  in  the  South  of  Market  area. 
The  sites  under  consideration  are  primarily  under  the  elevated  freeway 
structures.    (As  discussed  by  Alan  Lubliner,  Chi-Hsin  Shao  and  Richard  Gamble 
of  the  Transportation  Planning  Section  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  at  a 
SPUR  meeting  on  September  21,  1982). 
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COMMENT 


Commissioner  Bierman:    "Would  the  paving  of  Trinity  Street  take  place  if  other 
owners  don't  join  in?    It  is  used  as  a  mitigation,  that  this  developer  will 
pave  it  in  cooperation  with  others.    And  I  don't  know  if  we  know  that  they 
will  do  it.    And  if  we  don't  know  that,  I  think  it  is  not  a  very  good  thing  to 
put  it  in  as  a  mitigation.    Or  we  should  at  least  say  it  will  be  dependent  on 
other  owners  going  along  with  it." 


Commissioner  Karasick:    "On  Page  141,.  .  .  decorative  paving  on  Trinity  Street 
in  association  with  other  property  owners.    Why  don't  you  just  have  the 
sponsor  pave  it  --  with  or  without  other  property  owners?    That  would  be  one 
way  of  doing  it  .  .  .  without  worrying  about  if  there  could  be  an  agreement 
with  other  property  owners." 


RESPONSE 


City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  8942  requires,  as  a  condition  of 
approval,  that  the  sponsor  of  the  101  Montgomery  Street  Building,  now  under 
construction,  "improve  Trinity  Street  as  a  pedestrian  way,  using  a  paving 
treatment  and  design  to  be  approved  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning."  The 
mitigation  measure  on  page  141  referred  to  by  Commissioner  Bierman  assumes 
participation  in  the  improvement  of  Trinity  Street  by  the  developer  of  101 
Montgomery  Street.    The  Planning  Commission  could  make  this  measure  a 
condition  of  project  approval. 


Noise 


COMMENT 

Commissioner  Karasick:  "On  Page  148,  'G.  Construction  Noise,'  it  talks  about 
measures  proposed  as  part  of  the  project,  and  that  includes  a  number  of  items 
that  they  will  be  doing  to  mitigate  noise.    I  may  or  may  not  be  correct,  but  I 
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think  that  many  of  these,  if  not  all  of  these,  are  covered  by  our  Noise 
Ordinance.  ...    If  so,  are  they  not  part  of  our  Code  and  would  be  required 
to  be  compl ied  with?" 

RESPONSE 

Mitigation  41,  p.  148,  states  that  the  project  would  conform  to  noise 
guidelines  contained  in  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan  for  residential  and  office  uses.    Because  these  guidelines 
are  general  policy,  and  not  specifically  required  of  each  project,  they  cannot 
be  considered  requirements.    They  are  not  specifically  covered  under  the  City 
Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29),  although  the  statement  of  policy  included  in 
that  ordinance  reflects  goals  similar  to  those  emphasized  in  the  Environmental 
Protection  Element. 

Mitigation  42,  stating  that  the  project  would  require  the  project  contractor 
to  muffle  and  shield  intakes  and  exhausts,  shield  impact  tools,  and  substitute 
electric  powered  construction  equipment  for  diesel  powered  equipment  when 
possible,  is  covered  by  the  City  Noise  Ordinance.    Normally,  such  required 
mitigations  would  be  placed  in  the  Impact  section.    However,  because  this 
section  of  the  Noise  Ordinance  is  enforced  only  upon  citizen  complaint, 
placing  it  in  this  section  ensures  that  this  mitigation  would  be  written  into 
the  construction  contract,  and  that  the  developer  would  agree  to  enforce  this 
measure  directly  on  the  contractor.    This  could  eliminate  the  need  for  citizen 
complaints  for  enforcement  of  the  Ordinance. 

Mitigation  measures  43  and  44,  p.  149  for  provision  of  noise  barriers  and 
location  of  noisy  equipment  away  from  the  residential  Stanford  Hotel  are  not 
required  uner  the  Noise  Ordinance;  consequently  their  inclusion  in  the 
Mitigation  section  is  appropriate. 

Geology,  Seismology,  and  Hydrology 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Karasick:    "On  Page  149  [and  150],  under  'Measures  Proposed  as 
Part  of  the  Project,'  under  'Land,'  it  talks  about  a  detailed  foundation  and 
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structural  design  study  conducted  by  a  California-licensed  structural  engineer 
and  goes  on  to  Paragraph  45,  46,  47,  48,  49,  50,  51,  52,  which  I  also  would 
have  you  look  at  as  far  as  being  a  requirement  by  either  State  or  City  Code, 
and,  if  so,  then  they  are  not  mitigating  factors." 

RESPONSE 

Mitigation  45  involves  the  commissioning  of  a  detailed  foundation  and 
geotechnical  analysis  for  the  site  by  the  developer.    Such  studies  are  a 
common  element  of  any  proposed  major  new  construction;  however  the  City  does 
not  require  them.    The  City  does  require  detailed  data  on  subsurface  stability 
before  granting  a  building  permit. 

Mitigation  46  ensures  that  the  sponsor  would  post  a  surety  bond  to  protect  the 
City  against  damages  to  sidewalks,  streets,  and  utilities.    In  this  case,  it 
is  likely  that  the  City  would  require  the  sponsor  to  post  such  a  bond,  because 
the  proposed  construction  could  damage  the  adjacent  sidewalks  and  streets. 
Because  this  is  only  a  possible  requirement,  and  not  certain  this  measure  has 
been  retained  in  the  Mitigations  section. 

Mitigation  47  requires  the  project  contractors  to  obtain  a  Faithful 
Performance  and  Payment  Bond  to  assure  neighboring  property  owners  of  payment 
should  their  property  be  damaged.    These  bonds  are  a  matter  of  civil  law 
between  the  developer  and  adjacent  property  owners,  and  are  not  a  City 
requirement. 

Mitigation  48  involves  shoring  of  the  excavation  pit  walls.    Shoring  of  these 
walls  is  required  by  OSHA  if  the  walls  are  60  degrees  or  more  from 
horizontal.    Although  it  is  likely  that  the  pit  walls  would  be  over  60 
degrees,  the  exact  slope  is  not  presently  known.    The  mitigation  measure  has 
been  retained  because  it  could  provide  an  extra  measure  of  safety  over  OSHA 
requirements. 

Monitoring  and  stabilizing  subsidence  or  settlement  due  to  dewatering  or  other 
construction  operations  are  described  in  mitigation  measures  49  and  50. 
Neither  monitoring  nor  stabilization  is  required  for  all  projects  under  City 
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or  State  law.    The  City  can  require  such  measures  as  surveys  of  settlement  or 
groundwater  recharge  if  geotechnical  studies  or  conditions  during  excavation 
indicate  that  they  are  needed. 

Regarding  Mitigation  51,  the  Industrial  Waste  Division  of  the  Departmnent  of 
Public  Works  does  not  require  that  groundwater  withdrawn  from  the  excavation 
pit  be  retained  to  allow  silt  to  settle  out  as  long  as  groundwater  is  pumped 
directly  into  the  sewer.    The  City  Building  Code  does  require  barricades  or 
trenches  to  prevent  construction-related  runoff  from  flowing  into  adjacent 
streets.    The  project  contractor  would  pump  groundwater  directly  into  the 
sewer,  therefore  this  measure  has  been  retained  in  the  mitigation  section. 
The  Industrial  Waste  Division  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  has 
regulations  against  the  discharge  of  any  hydrocarbons  into  City  sewers,  but 
there  are  no  specific  restrictions  as  to  location  of  refueling  equipment,  or 
the  methods  of  keeping  hydrocarbons  out  of  the  sewage  system.    Wet  and  dry 
catchment  basins,  as  proposed  in  mitigation  52,  are  not  required  by  law. 

Empl oyment 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Karasick:    "On  Page  142,  Paragraph  [Mitigation]  7,  'The  project 
sponsor  would  assist  the  existing  on-site  restaurants  and  retail  tenants  in 
relocation.    This  assistance  would  take  the  form  of  access  to  information 
about  available  commercial  space  in  and  around  the  Financial  District  provided 
by  the  project  sponsor's  real  estate  division.'    "It  appears  to  me  that  that 
information  could  be  gleaned  from  the  want  ads.    That  is  not  what  I  would  call 
a  mitigating  action  for  relocation  purposes." 

RESPONSE 

The  project  sponsor,  Campeau  Corporation  of  California,  has  a  substantial 
marketing  division.    Much  leasable  space  becomes  available  that  is  not 
advertised  in  newspapers,  but  is  available  only  through  commercial  agents. 
The  project  sponsor  would  make  this  information  available  to  displaced 
tenants . 
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Emergency  Response  Plan 


COMMENT 

Kay  Pachtner:    "Page  151  under  'Hazards'    I  guess  we  have  all  noted,  too,  the 
Feds  have  come  in  and  made  a  quick  survey  of  how  ready  we  are  for  the  next  big 
quake.    And  we  are  not.    And,  certainly,  the  high-rise  development  in  downton 
San  Francisco  is  going  to  add  to  a  bit,  I  think  we  should  all  admit,  any  kind 
of  evacuation  plans  for  San  Francisco.    And  I  wonder  if  the  Commission  or  the 
staff  has  any  idea  what  the  emergency  plans  are  and  if  they  would  care  to 
include  those  emergency  plans  as  they  are  being  developed  in  this  EIR  under 
this  section  called  'Hazards.'    There  are  hazards.    We  have  experienced  some 
of  the  hazards  with  explosions  and  what-not  that  go  on  here.    And  there  are 
more  coming  up,  and  it  is  inevitable.    It  would  seem  to  me  fair  for  the  public 
to  know  what  the  plan  is  to  evacuate  this  town  in  the  event  of  an  earthquake 
in  the  middle  of  a  working  day." 

RESPONSE 

The  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  (CDMG)  has  recently  published  a 
scenario  of  potential  damage  to  lifeline  services,  including  transportation 
routes,  utilities,  marine  and  airports  from  a  magnitude  8.3  earthquake  on  the 
northern  portion  of  the  San  Andreas  Fault. /I/    This  study  details  damage  to 
specific  freeways,  bridges,  train  routes,  electricity  and  gas  lines,  water 
lines,  airports,  and  marine  facilities,  and  makes  conclusions  about  how  long 
each  specific  "lifeline"  link  would  be  unuseable.    With  regard  to  evacuating 
San  Francisco,  the  study  states  that  in  the  event  of  a  major  earthquake  ".  .  . 
vehicular  traffic  into  and  out  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco  and  much  of  San 
Mateo  County  would  be  impossible  for  many  hours  until  one  or  more  corridors 
become  available.    Use  of  the  Golden  Gate,  San  Francisco  -  Oakland  Bay, 
Richmond  -  San  Rafael,  and  San  Mateo  bridges  will  be  impossible  for  an 
extended  period"  (24  to  over  72  hours)./!/    Even  with  corridors  available  for 
evacuation,  a  quick  and  smooth  evacuation  of  San  Francisco  would  be  unlikely, 

because  of  the  City's  dense  population,  and  its  geographic  location  at  the  end 
of  a  peninsula,  which  severely  limits  access  to  and  egress  from  the  City. 
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The  CDMG  study  put  forth  a  number  of  "planning  insights"  and  recommendations 
for  further  study  to  aid  local  planners  in  developing  emergency  response  plans 
for  a  major  earthquake.    The  effectiveness  of  these  plans  depends,  in  part, 
upon  the  degree  to  which  the  various  municipalities  follow  the  State's 
recommendations  in  planning  for  such  an  event. 

This  study  does  not  specifically  address  damage  to  buildings,  and  does  not 
address  problems  in  specific  areas  of  San  Francisco.    San  Francisco  has  an 
emergency  response  plan  specifically  addressing  the  needs  of  the  City;  it  is 
on  file  at  the  City  libraries.    This  plan  identifies  roles  and 
responsibilities  of  government  agencies  that  would  be  involved  in  the  event  of 
a  City  emergency.    It  includes  listings  of  casualty  and  mass  care  centers  that 
have  been  established  on  a  district  basis  to  provide  first  aid  and  essential 
social  services  to  injured  and  displaced  persons.    This  listing  is 
periodically  updated. /2/    Evacuation  plans  have  been  developed  for  many 
downtown  office  buildings  and  such  plans  would  be  developed  for  this  structure. 

Cumulative  highrise  development  proposed  for  the  downtown  area  would  increase 
the  total  number  of  persons  working  downtown.    This  would  result  in  a  greater 
demand  for  medical  and  social  services  in  the  area  if  a  disaster  were  to 
occur.    In  addition,  street  congestion  would  probably  intensify  due  to  the 
increased  number  of  people  concentrated  in  the  Financial  District.    This  would 
add  to  the  difficulty  of  prompt  response  of  emergency  vehicles  due  to  route 
delays  and  detours  caused  by  crowded  and  blocked  streets. 

The  effectiveness  of  the  City's  emergency  response  plan  would  depend,  in  part, 
on  an  imformed  public's  knowledge  of  what  to  do  and  where  to  go  in  the  event 
of  an  emergency.    The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  a  mitigation  measure  which 
addresses  this  impact  (see  Section  V.  Mitigation  Measures,  p.  151). 

/I/  Davis,  James  F.,  John  H.  Bennett,  Glenn  A.  Berchardt,  et.  al..  Earthquake 
Planning  Scenario  For  a  Magnitude  8.3  Earthquake  on  the  San  Andreas  hauit  in 
the  bdn  Francisco  bay  Area,  talirorma  Department  or  tonservanon,  Division  of 

Mines  and  Geology,  Special  Publication  61,  1982. 

/2/  Tom  Jenkin,  Architect,  Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency  Services,  telephone 
conversation,  October  18,  1982. 
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General 

Sue  Hestor:    "Please  explain  what  impact  each  measure  is  mitigating,  how  much 
and  why  it  is  a  mitigation,  rather  than  merely  a  condition  of  development, 
(i.e.  things  required  as  part  of  privilege  of  building  anyway)" 

RESPONSE 

The  measures  described  below  are  found  on  pp.  140-151  of  the  EIR. 

Mitigation  1  would  reduce  the  likelihood  of  destruction  of  significant 
cultural  or  historic  artifacts  should  any  be  found  on  the  site  during 
excavation  for  the  project.    Mitigation  2,  would  assure  the  long-term 
preservation  of  the  "A"  rated  Hallidie  Building.    Mitigations  3  through  6 
would  reduce  the  observed  scale  of  the  project,  especially  for  pedestrians, 
and  would  provide  pedestrian  amenities. 

Mitigation  7  would  provide  assistance  to  existing  site  tenants  in  relocating. 
Mitigation  8  would  provide  new  residential  units  in  the  Financial  District, 
planned  in  conformity  with  policies  encouraging  such  development  to  mitigate 
housing  demand. 

Mitigation  10  would  commit  the  project  sponsor  to  contribute  equitably  to  the 
funding  of  transit  development  and  improvement  in  accordance  with  legislative 
policy,  to  mitigate  cumulative  effects  on  transit.    Mitigation  11  would  commit 
the  project  sponsor  to  facilitate  pedestrian  traffic  flow  on  adjoining 
sidewalks.    Mitigation  12  would  help  to  facilitate  efficient  handling  of 
freight  deliveries.    Mitigations  13  and  14  would  commit  the  project  sponsor 
and  contractor  to  develop  acceptable  means  to  minimize  disruptions  to  traffic 
flow  during  project  construction.    Mitigation  15  would  commit  the  project 
sponsor  to  provide  effective  assistance  to  project  users  in  establishing  or 
using  multi-passenger  means  of  transportation  to  and  from  the  project. 
Mitigation  16  would  help  to  minimize  the  impact  of  the  residential  use  of  the 
project  site  on  the  demand  for  parking  in  the  project  vicinity.    Mitigation  17 
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would  help  to  stretch  the  peak  period  of  travel  to  and  from  work  over  a  longer 
period  of  time,  thereby  helping  to  limit  the  volume  of  travel  at  the  heaviest 
travel  time.    Mitigation  18  would  commit  the  project  sponsor  to  contribute  to 
a  data  pool  maintained  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  on  individual  travel 
patterns  and  modes  to  and  from  the  Downtown  area,  intended  to  mitigate 
cumulative  transportation  effects.    Mitigation  19  would  comply  with  the  policy 
of  Public  Utilities  Commission  Resolution  No.  81-0098  which  requests  the  City 
Planning  Commission  to  require  that  new  structures  on  transit  routes  "be 
constructed  with  eyebolts  installed  or  with  provisions  for  direct  attachment 
of  eyebolts."    This  would  mitigate  the  procedural  difficulties  encountered  by 
Muni  in  negotiating  for  the  use  of  existing  building  facades  to  support 
trolley  wires.    The  No.  3  and  No.  4  trolley  coach  lines  are  now  routed  on  Bush 
Street  in  the  project  block.    Mitigation  measures  10-19,  discussed  above, 
would  combine  to  reduce  the  effects  of  the  project  on  transportation, 
including  its  contribution  to  cumulative  impacts. 

Mitigations  26  and  27  would  lessen  air  pollution  caused  by  the  project  during 
the  construction  period.    Mitigations  29  through  37  would  reduce  energy 
consumption  by  the  project  compared  with  what  the  consumption  would  be  if  they 
were  not  adopted.    Mitigations  41  through  44  would  reduce  construction  noise 
as  indicated.    Mitigations  45  through  52  are  means  of  reducing  potential 
geologic  and  hydrologic  impacts  as  noted.    Mitigation  54  would  ensure 
coordination  between  the  project  sponsor  and  the  City's  Office  of  Emergency 
Services  in  planning  for  emergency  situations. 

The  above  measures  are  included  as  a  part  of  the  project,  as  indicated  in  the 
EIR.    Other  measures  that  would  further  reduce  project  impacts  are  indicated. 
These  could  be  required  by  the  Planning  Commission  as  a  condition  of  project 
approval  or  be  carried  out  by  public  agencies.    Many  of  the  measures  are 
qualitative,  or  are  contingent  upon  certain  circumstances  as  noted,  and  cannot 
be  quantified.    Mitigation  measures  required  by  law  are  not  included  in  the 
list  of  mitigation  measures  because  the  project  sponsor  must  comply,  and, 
therefore,  impacts  that  would  otherwise  require  mitigation  would  not  occur. 
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COMMENT 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth:    "According  to  the  draft  EIR,  the 
project  and  its  associated  traffic  will  have  negative  air  pollution  impacts. 
It  will  'incrementally  impede  the  objectives  of  the  Plan  [1982  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Plan]  by  generating  additional  pollutant  emissions  in  San  Francisco 
and  elsewhere  in  the  air  basin,  and  in  conjunction  with  cumulative 
development,  could  increase  ambient  concentrations  and/or  violations  of 
standards.'    (Draft  EIR,  p.  124). 

"The  draft  EIR  provides  no  mitigation  measures  to  offset  the  increase  of  these 
vehicular-related  emissions  and  the  degradation  of  air  quality." 

RESPONSE 

The  following  phrase  has  been  added  to  end  of  the  last  sentence  on  p.  124 
".  .  .  if  the  additional  pollution  control  measures  recommended  in  the  Plan 
are  not  enforced."    The  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan  recommends  the  adoption 
of  additional  pollutant  control  measures  such  as  vehicular  inspection  and 
maintenance  program  recently  enacted  by  the  State  legislature,  in  order  to 
ensure  that  the  decline  in  regional  emissions  of  CO,  HC,  and  NOx  would  be 
sufficient  to  allow  attainment  of  ozone  and  CO  standards  by  1987.  Emissions 
from  the  project  and  from  cumulative  development  in  downtown  San  Francisco 
would  be  offset  by  this  decline  in  regional  emissions  which  will  occur  even 
with  new  regional  growth. 

ALTERNATIVES 
Alternative  6  Drawing 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Nakashima:    "And  I.  .  .  would  like  to  see  a  schematic  of 
Alternative  No.  6,  looking  down  Trinity." 
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VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


A  rendering  of  Alternative  6  has  been  added  to  the  Alternatives  section, 
p.  167a  of  the  EIR. 

Alternative  4  Appearance 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "I  was  looking  for  Alternative  4,  what  it  would  look 
like.    That  is  the  Guiding  Downtown  Development  alternative." 

RESPONSE 

A  perspective  drawing  of  Alternative  4,  the  Guiding  Downtown  Development 
alternative,  is  shown  on  Figure  29,  p.  160  of  the  EIR. 

Alternatives  5A  and  5B  -  Housing 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman:  "Page  10.  I  didn't  find  it  clear  whether  Alternative 
5-A  and  5-B  have  housing.  There  wasn't  a  clear  enough  description.  It  could 
be  that  later  I  figured  that  out,  but  on  that  page  it  is  not  clear." 

RESPONSE 

Both  alternatives  5-A  and  5-B  would  have  housing  similar  to  the  proposed 
project.    The  following  sentences  have  been  added  to  the  descriptions  of  the 
alternatives  and  their  summaries  to  clarify  this  point: 

On  p.  10  of  the  EIR  "including  housing  and  office  use"  has  been  inserted 

between  "In  most  respects"  and  "this  alternative"  on  the  third  line  of  the 
first  full  paragraph. 
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VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

On  p.  164,  between  the  first  and  second  sentence  of  the  final  paragraph,  "This 
alternative  would  include  56  condominiums."  has  been  inserted. 

On  p.  165,  "Residential  units  would  be  the  same  as  with  the  project."  has  been 
inserted  after  the  first  sentence  of  the  first  full  paragraph. 

Alternative  5A  Parking 

COMMENTS 

Commissioner  Karasick:    "I  see  that  Alternative  5-A  is  in  here,  which  includes 
retaining  the  360  parking  spaces  or  retaining  360  parking  spaces  --  I  don't 
know  if  it  says  "the"  360  parking  spaces.    But  I  would  like  to  see  what  that 
might  look  like.    Because  I  think  that  that  is  a  serious  consequence  of  this 
project,  tearing  down  and  eliminating  360  parking  spaces  and  the  imposition  of 
790  deficit  spaces." 

Commissioner  Nakashima:    "I  am  not  very  sympathetic  to  eliminating  360 
short-term  parking  spaces.    I  would  like  to  see  some  discussion  about  the 
possibility  of  expanding  that  within  the  building  itself." 

RESPONSE 

Alternative  5-A  would  provide  360  parking  spaces  on-site.    Two  methods  are 
discussed;  retaining  the  two  existing  structures,  and  providing  the  parking  in 
subsurface  levels.    Retaining  the  existing  structures  was  rejected  by  the 
sponsor  because  of  architectural  and  economic  constraints,    (See  pp.  163-164 
for  a  description  of  these  constraints.)    For  this  reason,  no  project  design 
was  developed  for  that  method.    The  other  method,  which  is  the  Alternative, 
would  appear  identical  to  the  proposed  project.    The  primary  difference 
between  this  alternative  and  the  project  would  be  three  additional  subsurface 
levels.    These  would  not  be  visible  from  the  street,  and  would  not  mandate  any 
changes  in  the  exterior  configuration  of  the  building. 
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The  existing  360  parking  spaces  are  not  all  short-term  spaces.    As  stated  on 
page  52  of  the  EIR,  "The  Financial  Center  Garage  on  the  site  operates  as  a 
valet  parking  facility  providing  150  monthly  reserved  spaces  and  210 
unreserved  spaces  available  for  short-term  or  all-day  parking.  .  .  .  The 
unreserved  spaces  are  used  for  both  short-term  and  all-day  parking."  Thus, 
40%  of  the  spaces  are  reserved  for  long-term  use  and  up  to  90%  of  the 
remaining  spaces  may  be  so  used. 

Analysis  of  No-Project  Alternative 

COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "Alternatives  -  CEQA  requires  an  objective  analysis  of  no  project 
alternative.    Given  the  huge  impacts  of  cumulative  development,  and  the  role 
of  this  project  in  that  impact,  the  environmental  advantages  of  not  allowing 
this  project,  and  other  such  similar  projects,  until  the  City  and  region  can 
get  a  handle  on  how  to  provide  the  housing,  transit,  roadways,  etc.  to  meet 
that  demand  and  minimize  those  impacts,  would  seem  to  be  considerable.  Please 
explain  the  cumulative  benefits  to  the  environment  of  not  incurring  those 
environmental  harms.    This  is  also  a  comment  on  Alternative  1-C.  Project 
sponsor  does  not  have  the  right  to  throw  away  the  City's  rights  to  delay  this 
and  similar  projects  until  we  are  able  to  cope  with  the  effects  and  the  City 
is  able  to  systematically  and  rationally  absorb  the  amount  of  office  space 
without  having  a  glut  on  the  market." 

RESPONSE 

The  impact  of  not  building  the  project  or  an  alternative  on  the  site  is 
described  in  Alternative  1-A  on  page  154  of  the  EIR.    The  cumulative  impacts 
of  this  project  and  other  projects  which  have  been  approved,  are  under  review, 
or  are  under  construction,  are  described  on  pages  98-100,  105-108,  114-115, 
117-118,  124,  131.    If  the  project  and  the  other  proposed  projects  included  in 
the  cumulative  development  analysis  were  not  built,  the  cumulative  effects 

that  are  identified  and  described  on  the  above  pages  would  not  occur. 
Alternative  1-C,  postponement  of  site  development,  is  noted  on  page  156  as 
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"rejected  by  the  sponsor."    Rejection  by  the  sponsor  is  not  considered  to  have 
any  effect  on  the  City's  present  or  future  capability  to  determine  and  adopt 
policies  different  from  policies  applicable  when  the  project  was  designed. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  will  decide  whether  the  no-project  alternative, 
disapproval  of  the  project  application  is  the  appropriate  action,  based  on  the 
EIR  and  the  Commission's  determination  of  significant  impacts,  feasible 
mitigation  measures,  potential  benefits  to  the  City  if  the  project  were 
approved,  and  other  factors  presented  by  the  DCP  staff,  the  public,  and  the 
project  sponsor. 

Reasons  for  Rejection  of  GDP  Alternative 
COMMENT 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth:    "Although  the  City  Planning  Commission 
has  not  voted  on  adoption  of  the  GDD,  the  document  contains  important  policy 
guidelines  --  so  important  that  the  Planning  Commission  requires  that  EIR's 
for  developments  in  the  downtown  area  must  include  an  alternative  complying 
with  the  GDD. 

"Significant  differences  between  the  planned  project  and  the  GDD  are: 

(a)  The  proposed  project  is  500  feet  high;  GDD  height  limit  is  400  feet; 

(b)  The  proposed  project  provides  for  far  less  housing  per  commercial 
space  unit  than  required  by  the  GDD  (discussed  supra); 

(c)  The  GDD  would  preserve  the  Financial  Center  Garage  (discussed  supra); 

(d)  Pursuant  to  the  GDD,  the  ratio  of  floor  area  to  area  of  the  site 
(Floor  Area  Ratio  -  FAR)  would  be  15.5:1  as  opposed  to  the  project's 
20.1:1." 
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"The  proposed  project  substantially  deviates  from  the  GDD.    The  EIR  does  not 
adequately  explain  why  the  alternative  proposal,  which  conforms  with  the  GDD, 
was  rejected. 

"One  of  the  primary  reasons  for  rejection  of  an  alternative  conforming  to  the 
GDD  is  that  'it  would  not  allow  as  great  an  opportunity  as  would  the  proposed 
project  for  development  allowable  under  the  Planning  Code.'    (Draft  EIR, 
p.  163). 

"However,  a  purpose  for  the  environmental  impact  report  process  is  to 
implement  a  balancing  of  development  values  against  environmental  values  to 
reduce  or  avoid  environmental  damage.    (See  Calif.  Admin.  Code,  Title  14, 
S15002).    Further  discussion  in  the  EIR  is  required  to  address  this  issue." 

RESPONSE 

The  standards  proposed  in  Guiding  Downtown  Development  (GDD)  are  being 
evaluated  through  the  application  of  the  proposed  recommendations  to  specific 
projects  as  an  alternative  in  each  EIR.    Alternative  4  on  pages  161-163 
describes  an  alternative  that  would  conform  to  proposed  GDD  policies.  The 
EIR,  on  p.  163,  identifies  the  reasons  for  rejection  of  this  alternative  by 
the  sponsor.    As  stated  in  Section  15002(f)  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines,  "the  EIR 
by  itself  does  not  control  the  way  in  which  a  project  can  be  built  or  carried 
out."    Rather,  on  the  basis  of  the  EIR  the  governmental  agency  must  make 
findings  and  determinations  concerning  a  project  and  act  in  accordance  with 
one  or  more  of  the  seven  ways  suggested  by  the  Section.    This  step  in  the 
evaluation  process  has  not  yet  been  reached.    The  project  sponsor  may  reject 
an  alternative  and  the  decision-makers  may  or  may  not  require  that 
alternative,  or  some  combination  of  alternatives,  as  the  permitted  project,  or 
may  approve  or  disapprove  the  project  as  proposed. 
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COMMENT 

Darnall  Reynolds:    "On  page  108  in  the  second  paragraph,  references  to 
'Table  9,  page  107'  and  'Table  7,  page  95'  are  incorrect  since  the  tables  do 
not  show  load  factors." 

RESPONSE 

The  references  have  been  corrected  to  'Table  10,  p.  109'  and  'Table  E-5, 
p.  402.' 

COMMENT 

Conmissioner  Sklar:    "On  page  108  in  the  second  paragraph,  references  to 
'Table  9,  page  107'  and  'Table  7,  page  95'  are  incorrect  since  the  tables  do 
not  show  load  factors." 

RESPONSE 

Load  Factors  are  shown  on  Table  10,  p.  109.  The  reference  on  p.  108,  second 
paragraph,  has  been  corrected  to  read  "Table  10,  p.  109." 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "Page  14,  just  a  simple  thing  of  marking  Trinity 
Place.    It  doesn't  have  that  street  designation  on  the  map." 

RESPONSE 

The  designation  "Trinity  Street"  has  been  added  to  Figure  1,  page  14  in  the 
EIR  as  shown  on  page  303  of  this  section. 
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FIGURE  1: 
Project  Location 
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VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
STAFF-INITIATED  TEXT  AND  GRAPHICS  CHANGES 

On  p.  17,  the  6,000  sq.  ft.  figure  given  for  the  building's  ground  level  lobby 
areas  has  been  changed  to  8,205  sq.  ft. 

Abby  Staeble,  Pillsbury,  Madison  and  Sutro,  225  Bush  St.,  San  Francisco, 
California  94104  has  been  added  to  the  Distrubution  List,  p.  318. 

The  seventh,  eighth,  and  ninth  sentences  on  p.  126  have  been  revised  as 
follows  to  reflect  updated  information: 

"PG&E  expects  the  first  unit  of  the  Helms  project  to  begin  operation  by 
January,  1983.    Diablo  Canyon  is  undergoing  seismic  safety  and 
construction  reviews,  and  Unit  One  is  not  expected  to  begin  operation 
before  spring  of  1983,    Unit  Two  of  Diablo  Canyon  and  Units  Two  and  Three 
of  the  Helms  plant  are  anticipated,  by  PG&E,  to  begin  operation  late  in 
1983. 

On  p.  388  of  the  EIR,  the  following  has  been  added  to  note  "(B)":  "See 
discussion  of  "Income",  pp.  41-42,  466  Bush  Street  Final  EIR,  certified 
August  26,  1982." 

On  p.  58  a  typographic  error  has  been  changed  so  that  line  4  of  the  first 
paragraph  now  reads  "1957  Daly  City  earthquake.  .  ." 

The  second  sentence  in  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  10  has  been  replaced  by 
the  following:    "This  alternative  would  maintain  360  parking  spaces  on  the 
site  by  increasing  the  depth  of  subsurface  excavation  and  the  number  of 
subsurface  levels  in  the  project." 

The  following  sentence  has  been  added  to  the  end  of  this  paragraph:  "This 
alternative  would  result  in  increased  geologic  and  hydrologic  impacts  compared 
to  the  project." 
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The  first  sentence  of  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  10  has  been  revised  to  read: 
"Alternative  5-B  would  be  similar  to  the  project  except  that  it  would  retain 
360  parking  spaces  on  the  site  by  providing  the  360  spaces  above  grade."  The 
last  two  lines  of  this  paragraph  have  been  changed  to  read  ".  .  .of  geologic 
and  hydrologic  impacts,  which  would  be  decreased  due  to  decreased  depth  of 
excavation." 

Figures  3,  10,  18,  19  and  20,  pp.  19,  28,  72,  73,  and  74  respectively,  have 
been  updated  to  show  the  current  appearance  of  the  101  Montgomery  St.  Building 
which  had  not  been  constructed  at  the  time  the  original  EIR  graphics  were 
prepared. 

EIR  CONTENT  AND  FORMAT 
Mitigation  Measures 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Rosenblatt:    "Let  us  not  again,  and  including  revisions  of  this 
one,  if  appropriate,  let  us  not  include  in  mitigation  measures  anything  which 
the  project  sponsor  is  required  to  do  by  law,  either  by  State  Energy  Codes,  as 
an  example,  or  City  Building  Codes  or  Planning  Codes." 

RESPONSE 

Office  of  Environmental  Review  (OER)  policy  is  to  include  mitigation  measures 
required  by  law  only  in  the  impact  sections  of  EIRs.    Such  measures  are  not 
included  as  mitigations.    Mitigations  contained  in  this  EIR  have  been  reviewed 
for  consistency  with  this  policy.    Several  mitigations  in  this  EIR  that  were 
felt  by  commenters  to  be  required  are  discussed  in  the  Mitigation  section  of 
this  document. 
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Alexander  BIdg.  PROJECT  Russ  BIdg. 

SOURCE:  skidmore,  owings  and  Merrill  FIGURE  1 0:  Rendering  of  Proposed  Project 
  (View  from  Bush  and  Montgomery  Sts.) 
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rn  Proposed  Building  FIGURE  20: 

View  of  the  Hunter-Dulln  BuiWIng  Over 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science 

Associates.  Inc.  the  Financial  Center  Garage  Annex 
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XI.    CERTIFICATION  MOTION 


File  No.  81.461E 
Motion  No.  9581M 

MOTION 

ADOPTING  FINDINGS  RELATED  TO  THE  CERTIFICATION  OF  COMPLETION  OF  THE  FINAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  CONCERNING       81.461E,  THE  333  BUSH  STREET  OFFICE/ 
RESIDENTIAL  BUILDING. 

MOVED,  that  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  ("Commission") 
hereby  CERTIFIES  THE  COMPLETION  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  based 
on  the  following  findings: 

1.  A  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report,  dated  September  10, 
1982  has  been  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  connection  with 
81.461E: 

333  Bush  Street  Office/Residential  Building; 
Construction  of  a  500-foot  high,  38-story  building  (38 
occupied  floors  and  one  mechanical  floor)  with  approximately 
634,000  square  feet  of  floor  area,  containing  approximately 
526,000  square  feet  of  office  space,  7,000  square  feet  of 
retail  space,  101,000  square  feet  of  residential  space,  and 
two  (2)  subsurface  levels  for  building  service  and  parking; 
requiring  discretionary  review,  on  the  property  described 
as  follows:    333  Bush  Street,  Lots  20,  21,  22,  23,  26  and 
28  in  Assessor's  Block  288. 

2.  The  Department  duly  filed  a  notice  of  completion  of  the  draft 
report  with  the  Secretary  of  the  California  Resources  Agency,  gave  other  notice, 
requested  eonments  and  made  the  draft  report  available  to  the  general  public  all 
in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
and  other  laws. 

3.  The  City  Planning  Commission  held  a  duly  advertised  public 
hearing  on  said  Draft  Efivironmental  Impact  Report  on  October  14,  1982,  at  which 
opportunity  was  given  for  public  participation  and  comments. 

4.  A  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  has  been  prepared  by  the 
Department,  based  upon  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report,  any  consultations 
and  comments  received  during  the  review  process,  any  additional  information 
that  became  available,  and  responses  to  comments,  all  as  required  by  law. 

5.  Project  Environmental  Impact  Report  files  have  been  made 
available  for  review  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  public  and  these 
files  are  part  of  the  record  before  the  Commission. 
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6  On  December  16.  1982,  the  Commission  reviewed  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report  and  found  that  the  contents  of  said  report  and  the 
D?oc^SJ^s  through  which  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  was  prepared. 
Kcizld  and^rlviewed  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act!  the  Guidelines  of  the  Secretary  for  Resources  and  Chapter  31  of  the 
San  Francisco  Administrative  Code. 

7  The  project  sponsor  has  indicated  that  the  presently  preferred 
alternative  is  that  described  in  the  EIR  as  Alternative  6,  as  modified  by  plans 
Tubrtted  ?o  the  Departn«nt  of  City  Planning,  a  38-story,  500-foot  high  office/ 
residential  building.    It  differs  from  the  originally  proposed  project  by  the 
replacement  of  podium  rooftop  plazas  with  ground  level  plazas. 


8.  The  City  Planning  Commission  hereby  does  find  that  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report  concerning  EE  81.461E:    333  Bush  Street  Office/ 
Residential  Building  is  adequate,  accurate  and  objective,  that  there  are  no 
significant  revisions  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report,  and  hereby 
does  CERTIFY  THE  COMPLETION  of  said  Final  Environmental  Iitipact  Report  in 
compliance  with  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  and  the  State 
Guidelines. 

9.  The  Commission,  in  certifying  the  completion  of  said  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report,  hereby  does  find  that  the  proposed  project  to  be 
presented  to  the  Planning  Coimission  for  consideration  and  approval,  described 
as  Alternative  6  in  the  EIR,  will  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment 
in  that  it  will  require  demolition  of  an  historically  significant  building,  will 
create  a  specific  demand  for  parking,  will  increase  transit  impacts  on  the 

Muni  and  other  transit  systems,  will  add  to  the  demand  for  housing  in  the  City, 
and  will  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  on  transit,  pedestrian  and  vehicular 
traffic,  and  parking  and  housing  demand,  produced  by  reasonably  foreseeable 
cumulative  development  in  the  downtown  area. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Motion  was  ADOPTED  by  the 
City  Planning  Commission  at  its  regular  meeting  of  December  16,  1982. 


Lee  Woods,  Jr. 
Secretary 


AYES:  Karasick,  Klein,  Moore,  Nakashima,  Rosenblatt,  Salazar 

NOES:  Bierman 

ABSENT:  None 

PASSED:  December  16,  1982 
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APPENDIX  A:    FINAL  INITIAL  STUDY* 


333  BUSH  STREET 
SAN  FRANCISCO 
81.4614E 


March  1982 


*    Differences  among  data  presented  in  the  following  Initial  Study  and  the 
preceding  Focused  EIR  are  attributable  to  the  availability  of  additional  and 
more  precise  data  during  the  subsequent  preparation  of  the  EIR. 
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^  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  « 


LAr.KIN  STRtET  •  SAN  r?.ANClSCO.  CALIfORSlA  94102 

(A15)  552-1134 


0>i  jsvij  NVS  O 


NOTICE  THAT  AN 
EKTIROIE-iTNTAL  III? ACT  REPORT 
IS  DETZR.MIKED  TO  BE  REQUIRED 


Date  of  this  Notice:    March  5,  1982 


Liad  Agency:    City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Departaeat  of  City  Planning 
100  Larkin  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA.  94102 

Asoncy  Contact  Person:  Carol  Roos  Tel:     (415)  552-1134 


Project  Title: 

Project 

Sponsor:  Campeau  Corporation 

81.461E 

Cal ifornia 

333  Bush  Street 

Project 

Contact  Person:  ^  ^ 

Gary  Mason 

Project  Address:  333  Bush  Street 

Assessor's  Block(s)  and  Lot(s):  288, 

Lots  20,  21, 

22,  23,  26,  28 

City  and  County:  San  Francisco 

Project  Description: 


Construction  of  a  38-story,  500-ft.-high  combined  office  and  residential  building 
of  743,000  gross  sq.ft.,  including  about  507,500  gross  sq.ft.  of  office  space; 
33,500  gross  sq.ft.  of  commercial  space;  48  condominiums;  and  90  parking  spaces; 
requiring  Discretionary  Review,  Conditional  Use  authorization  and  a  Variance. 


rniS  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICAI>T  EFFECT  ON  TrlE  ENVIRONIIEN'T  Al-I)  AN  ENTIRO^olEKT.U 
IIH'ACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIPxED.    This  deternination  is  based  upon  the 'criteria  of  the 
Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15081  (Deterninins  Sisal 
ficant  Effect),  15082  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance)  and  15084  (Decision  to 
Pre^'are  an  EIR)  ,  and  the  folloving  reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Envirorxnental 
Evaluation  (Initial  Study)   for  the  project,  which  is  attached. 


Deadline  for  Filing  of  an  Appeal  of  this  Determination  to  the  City  Planning  Con^is-  j 

sion:     March  15.  1982  •  i 

An  appeal  requires  1)  a    letter  specifying  the  grounds  for  the  appeal,  and  2)  a 
$25.00  filing  fee. 

Alec  S.  Bash,  Environmental  Review  Officer 
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333  BUSH  STREET 


INITIAL  STUDY 
81 .461 E 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

Campeau  Corporation  California  proposes  to  construct  a  38-story  combined 
office  and  residential  building  on  a  portion  of  Assessor's  Block  288  (Lots  20, 
21,  22,  23,  26,  28)  fronting  Bush  St.  and  Trinity  Place.    The  project  site  is 
on  the  block  bounded  on  the  north  by  Bush  St.,  on  the  south  by  Sutter  St.,  on 
the  west  by  Kearny  St.  and  on  the  east  by  Montgomery  St.    (See  Figures  1,  2, 
pp.  2  and  3.)    The  31 ,590-sq.-ft.  project  site,  is  zoned  C-3-0  (Downtown 
Office)  and  is  in  a  500-1  Height  and  Bulk  district.    Lot  26,  at  25  Trinity 
Place,  is  occupied  by  a  three-story  brick  building  used  for  commercial 
purposes.    Lot  23,  at  the  corner  of  Bush  St.  and  Trinity  Place,  is  occupied  by 
a  four-story  structure  with  a  restaurant  on  the  ground  floor  and  office  space 
above.    The  Jerome  Building,  on  Lot  22,  contains  three  stories  of  office  space 
over  street-level  commercial  space.    Lot  21  is  occupied  by  a  four-story 
parking  structure  and  Lot  20  by  a  seven-story  parking  structure  with  ground 
floor  commercial  space.    Lot  28  contains  a  two-story  office  building.  All 
buildings  on  the  site  are  proposed  to  be  demolished. 

The  project  would  be  500  ft.  high  and  would  contain  a  total  743,000  gross  sq. 
ft.  including  90,300  gross  sq.  ft.  in  three  subsurface  levels  with  about 
90  parking  spaces  provided;  21,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  street  level 
commercial /retail  and  lobby  space  along  Bush  St.  and  Trinity  Place  and  about 
12,500  gross  sq.  ft.  commercial /retail  space  in  a  mezzanine  level;  507,500 
gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  and  111,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  residential 
condominiums.    Four  loading  docks  would  be  provided  on  the  highest  subsurface 
level.    Entrances  to  the  building  would  be  through  a  main  lobby  on  Bush  St.,  a 
secondary  entrance  on  Trinity  Place,  and  stairs  leading  to  the  Garden  Level; 
in  addition,  there  would  be  numerous  street  level  entries  to  retail  spaces 
(see  Figure  3,  p.  5).    The  first  story  would  form  a  base  244  ft.  wide  along 
Bush  St.  and  170  ft.  wide  along  Trinity  Place.    The  ground  floor  along  Trinity 
Place  would  have  retail  space;  on  Bush  St.  the  ground  floor  would  be  occupied 
by  retail  space,  lobby  areas  and  a  vehicular  access  ramp.  The  ground  floor 
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City  &  County  of  S.F.,  Dec.  1981 


SOURCE:  Environmental  Science 
Associates,  Inc. 


FIGURE  1: 
Site  Location 
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SOURCE:  Skldmor*.  Owings  ft  MerrUI  FIGURE  2:    Site  Plan 
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would  be  about  22  ft.  high,  and  would  include  a  mezzanine  level  containing 
retail  space  with  access  from  within  the  building;  the  rear  portion  of  the 
mezzanine  level  would  be  occupied  by  mechanical  systems.    The  net  retail  space 
in  the  ground  and  mezzanine  levels  would  be  about  13,000  sq.  ft.    An  entry 
court  and  residential  lobby  would  occupy  the  northernmost  portion  of  the 
site.    Above  the  ground  floor  would  be  the  first  tower  floor,  or  Garden  Level, 
which  would  contain  commercial /retail  space,  and  two  public  plaza  areas 
accessable  from  Trinity  Place,  Bush  St.  and  from  within  the  building.  Above 
this  would  be  27  floors  of  office  space  in  a  tower  152  ft.  wide  along  Bush  St. 
and  137  ft.  wide  along  Trinity  Place.    The  tower  would  be  set  back  from 
Trinity  Place  and  from  existing  buildings  to  the  west.    Above  the  office  space 
would  be  a  mechanical  floor  and  eight  floors  of  residential  condominiums 
containing  approximately  48  residential  units. 

Beginning  at  the  Garden  Level,  the  tower  corners  would  be  set  back  with 
vertical  serrations  rising  28  floors  (see  Figure  4,  p.  6).    Beginning  on  the 
28th  floor  there  would  be  setbacks  which  would  create  a  symetrical  narrowing 
of  the  tower  on  the  residential  floors.    In  addition  to  the  open  space 
provided  at  ground  level  and  Garden  Level  public  plaza  areas,  the  project 
would  include  some  terraces  on  the  residential  floors. 

SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 
EFFECTS  FOUND  NOT  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT 

The  proposed  project  at  333  Bush  St.  is  examined  in  this  initial  study,  in 
order  to  determine  its  potential  effects  on  the  environment.    Some  potential 
impacts  were  determined  to  be  either  insignificant,  or  would  be  mitigated 
through  measures  incorporated  into  the  project  design.    These  require  no 
further  environmental  analysis.    They  include: 

Land  Use  Compatibility 

The  project  would  be  consistent  with  existing  and  proposed  land  uses  in  the 

vicinity  of  the  site,  except  for  the  proposed  on-site  housing.  Provision  of 

housing  on  site  will  be  discussed  in  the  appropriate  section(s)  of  the  EIR. 
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FIGURE  3:  Ground  Floor  Plan 
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FIGURE  4:  Bush  Street  Elevation 
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Noise 

After  completion,  the  project  would  not  increase  audible  noise  levels  in  the 
project  vicinity.    The  project  would  be  designed  to  comply  with  noise 
insulation  standards  of  Title  25  of  the  California  Administrative  Code. 

Public  Services  and  Utilities 

The  increased  demand  for  public  services  and  utilities  attributable  to  the 
project  would  not  require  additional  personnel  or  equipment.    Water  mains  in 
Bush  St.  would  be  adequate  to  meet  the  water  demand  generated  by  the  project 
and  the  existing  water  supply  is  adequate. 

Biology 

The  project  would  have  negligible  effect  on  plant  or  animal  life  or  habitat. 
Hazards 

The  site  and  the  project  would  neither  cause  nor  be  affected  by  hazardous  uses 
or  health  hazards.    See  p.  30  for  a  measure  to  be  implemented  to  insure 
coordination  between  the  City's  emergency  planning  activities  and  the 
project's  emergency  plan. 

EFFECTS  FOUND  TO  BE  POTENTIALLY  SIGNIFICANT 

Some  effects  of  the  project  have  been  determined  to  be  potentially 
significant;  these  require  further  environmental  analysis  in  an  environmental 
impact  report  (EIR).    These  issues  include  the  following: 

Visual  Quality  and  Urban  Design 

The  project  would  obstruct  some  views  from  nearby  buildings  and  contribute  to 
increases  in  shadow  and  glare  along  Bush  St. 
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The  project  would  displace  approximately  150  employees  from  the  site  and 
attract  approximately  2,400  upon  completion.    The  new,  permanent  jobs  in  the 
project  building  would  be  expected  to  generate  a  demand  for  housing  units  in 
San  Francisco  and  the  Bay  Area. 

Transportation  and  Circulation 

The  project  would  increase  Muni,  auto  and  pedestrian  trips  to  and  from  the 
site  and  the  Downtown  area  and  would  eliminate  an  existing  parking  garage 
containing  approximately  150  long-term  and  210  short-term  spaces. 

Construction  Noise 

Project  construction  would  cause  noise  levels  to  exceed  those  presently 
existing  in  the  site  vicinity,  for  approximately  28  months. 

Air  Quality 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  have  short-term  effects  on  air 
quality  in  the  project  vicinity.    Residential  hotel  dwellers  could  be 
sensitive  receptors  to  air  pollutants  during  project  construction. 

Project  operation  would  contribute  to  cumulative  increases  in  concentrations 
of  air  pollutants  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area,  and  would  affect  wind-speed 
ratios  at  street  level. 

Energy 

The  project  would  increase  energy  consumption  on  the  site. 
Cultural  Resources 

The  project  would  require  the  demolition  of  a  parking  garage  rated  "B"  in  the 
Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage  sponsored  survey  and  "0" 
in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  Architectural  Survey. 
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DISCUSSION  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


A.  GENERAL  CONSIDERATIONS  Yes    Maybe  No    N/A    Pi sc . 


1.     Would  the  project  conflict  with 
objectives  and  policies  in  the 
Comprehensive  Plan  (Master  Plan) 

of  the  City?  X    X 


2.     Would  the  project  require  a 
variance,  or  other  special 
authorization  under  the  City 
Planning  Code?  X 


3.     Would  the  project  require  approval 
of  permits  from  City  Departments 
other  than  DCP  or  BBI,  or  from  Regional, 
State  or  Federal  agencies?      X 


4.     Would  the  project  conflict  with  adopted 

environmental  plans  and  goals?      X 


The  project  would  respond  to  major  provisions  of  the  San  Francisco 
Comprehensive  Plan.    It  would  provide  office  space  in  the  Financial  District, 
classified  by  the  City  Planning  Code  as  the  Downtown  Office  District  (C-3-0) 
and  described  as  "playing  a  leading  national  role  in  finance,  corporate 
headquarters  and  service  industries,  and  serving  as  an  employment  center  for 
the  region"  (p.  105).    The  proposed  project  would  comply  with  Objective  6  of 
the  Commerce  and  Industry  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  to  "maintain  and 
improve  San  Francisco's  position  as  a  prime  location  for  financial, 
administrative,  corporate,  and  professional  activity,"  and  with  policies  to 
"maintain  a  compact  downtown  core"  and  to  "provide  adequate  amenities  for 
those  who  live,  work  and  use  Downtown."    The  project  would  be  directly 
accessible,  or  close  to,  bus  lines  serving  San  Francisco  (Muni),  Marin  (Golden 
Gate  Transit),  the  East  Bay  (A-C  Transit),  and  the  Peninsula  (SamTrans  and 
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Muni  connections  to  Southern  Pacific  commuter  service),  thereby  encouraging 
the  use  of  public  transit.    The  project  also  would  provide  new  housing  "to 
help  meet  the  demand  for  housing  generated  by  downtown  business  expansion",  a 
policy  advanced  by  the  Mayor  in  her  Six-Point  Program  For  Expanding  Housing  in 
San  Francisco,  April  9,  1981,  and  discussed  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
study  document.  Guiding  Downtown  Development,  May  1981. 

The  project  would  require  Conditional  Use  authorization  under  the  provisions 
of  Section  303  of  the  City  Planning  Code  to  utilize  bonus  provisions  of 
Section  126,  (Board  of  Supervisors  Resolution  No.  240-80)  for  the  residential 
portion  of  the  project.    Concurrent  Discretionary  Review  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission  is  also  required  by  its  Resolution  8474  requiring  such  review  of 
all  projects  in  the  Downtown  area.    The  project  would  require  a  rear  yard 
variance  in  this  C-3-0  district,  for  the  residential  portion  of  the  building. 

Prior  to  sale  of  the  condominiums,  the  project  sponsor  must  obtain  approval  of 
an  application  to  subdivide  the  property  pursuant  to  Sections  1303(c)  of  the 
Subdivision  Code,  Chapter  XIII  of  Part  II,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Code.  The 
Subdivision  Code  requires  that  all  subdivisions  of  50  units  or  more  provide  a 
minimum  of  ten  percent  low-  and  moderate-income  housing,  provided  that  the 
City  Planning  Commission  finds  that  governmental  subsidies  for  such  occupancy 
are  available  to  the  subdivider.    There  are  currently  no  federal  subsidies  for 
low-  and  mode rate -income  housing  available  in  San  Francisco.  However, 
San  Francisco's  Office  of  Housing  and  Community  Development  (OHCD)  has 
developed  a  home  ownership  assistance  program  to  provide  low-cost  financing  to 
low-  and  middle-income  families  for  the  purchase  of  housing./!/ 


NOTES  -  General  Considerations 

/I/  Barbara  Smith,  Housing  Specialist,  Office  of  Community  Development, 
telephone  communication,  October  1,  1981.    At  that  date  the  OHCD  anticipated 
funds  would  be  available  in  1982,  and  of  this  writing  the  funds  have  become 
avail  able. 


336 


XII.  Appendices 


B.    ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

Yes    Maybe  No    N/A  Disc. 

1.    Land  Use.  Would  the  proposed  project: 

a.  Be  different  from  surrounding  land  uses?         X        X 

b.  Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement 

of  an  established  community?      X     

The  site  is  in  the  Downtown  Financial  District.    The  project  would  be  similar 
in  use  to  surrounding  land  uses  and  would  not  disrupt  the  physical  arrangement 
of  an  established  community.    The  project  block  contains  office  space  above 
ground  floor  commercial  uses,  in  buildings  ranging  from  four  to  ten  stories, 
with  the  exception  of  Lot  25,  directly  west  of  the  site,  which  is  occupied  by 
a  six-story  residential  hotel . 

Lots  2,  3,  4,  5  and  6,  along  Montgomery  St.,  across  Trinity  Place  from  the 
site,  are  the  site  of  the  101  Montgomery  St.  building,  a  28-story  office 
building  approved  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  1981  and  now  under 
construction.    Across  from  the  site,  along  Bush  St.,  are  a  seven-story  hotel, 
a  two-story  office  building,  a  three-story  office  building,  two  vacant  Lots, 
and  a  16-story  office  building.    All  of  these  structures  have  ground  floor 
commercial  space.    Because  the  38-story  project  would  be  taller  than 
immediately  neighboring  buildings,  and  because  it  would  contain  housing  units 
and  office  space  in  one  building,  the  project  would  differ  from  surrounding 
land  uses. 


2.    Visual  Quality  and  Urban  Design.    Would  the  proposed  project: 

Yes   Maybe  No   N/A  Disc. 

a.     Obstruct  or  degrade  any  scenic  view 

or  vista  open  to  the  public?    )(  X 


b.  Reduce  or  obstruct  views  from  adjacent 
or  nearby  buildings? 

c.  Create  a  negative  aesthetic  effect? 

d.  Generate  light  or  glare  affecting 
other  properties? 
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The  proposed  project  would  not  obstruct  any  major  scenic  view  or  vista  now 
available  to  the  public.    It  would  change  views  along  the  Bush  St.  view 
corridor.    Views  from  the  street  along  the  Kearny  and  Montgomery  St.  corridors 
would  not  be  affected.    Long-range,  existing  views  from  the  Hunter-Dulin 
Building  at  111  Sutter  St.  (rated  "A"  in  the  Heritage  Survey  and  "5"  (on  a 
scale  of  1  (low)  to  5  (high))  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  Survey)  from 
Kearny  St.  north  of  Bush  St.  would  be  blocked  by  the  project. 

The  project  would  obstruct  views  over  the  site  to  the  south,  southwest  and 

west  now  available  from  the  upper  floors  of  the  Russ  Building  at 

235  Montgomery  St.,  the  Mills  Building  at  220  Montgomery  St.,  the  Mills  tower 

at  220  Bush  St.,  the  Alexander  Building  at  149-157  Montgomery  St.  and  the  180 

Montgomery  St.  building.    Additional  study  of  the  effect  of  the  project  on 

both  long-range  and  short-range  views  will  be  provided  in  an  EIR  for  the 

project. 

The  project  would  affect  the  scale  and  building  configuration  of  the  project 
block.    Some  observers  may  consider  replacement  of  existing  buildings  with  a 
high-rise  structure  a  negative  aesthetic  effect,  while  others  might  consider 
the  project  a  unifying  element,  reinforcing  the  visual  identity  of  the 
Bush /Montgomery  Sts.  intersection. 

The  project  would  result  in  a  net  increase  in  shadow  along  Bush  St.    The  San 
Francisco  Mining  Exchange  (rated  "A"  in  the  Heritage  Survey  and  "3"  in  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  Survey)  at  350  Bush  St.,  across  the  street  from 
the  proposed  project,  would  be  in  shadow  in  the  afternoon  throughout  most  of 
the  year.    Additional  study  of  the  effects  of  shadow  cast  by  the  project  will 
be  provided  in  an  EIR. 

The  project  would  generate  light  from  the  office  and  residential  floors  when 
in  use.    Light  generation  probably  would  not  affect  surrounding  buildings,  but 
will  be  addressed  in  the  project  EIR,  as  will  the  possible  effects  of  glare. 
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3.    Population,  Employment  and  Housing.    Would  the  proposed  project: 

Yes  Maybe  No    N/A  Disc 

a.  Alter  the  density  of  the  area  population?      _X_        X 

b.  Have  a  growth-inducing  effect?  X        X 

c.  Require  relocation  of  housing  or 
businesses,  with  a  displacement  of 

people,  in  order  to  clear  the  site?  X        X 


d.  Create  or  eliminate  jobs  during 
construction  and  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  project? 

e.  Create  an  additional  demand  for 
housing  in  San  Francisco? 


The  proposed  project  Would  displace  approximately  150  employees  from  the  site 
during  construction  and  would  attract  approximately  2,400  upon  completion,  a 
net  increase  of  about  2,250  persons.    No  housing  would  be  displaced. 

As  of  December  1981,  no  existing  tenant  had  specific  relocation  plans.  Most 
would  prefer  to  relocate  in  San  Francisco,  especially  in  the  financial 
district.    This  matter  requires  further  discussion  in  an  EIR. 

Person-years  of  construction  labor  and  average  number  of  construction 
employees  are  unknown  at  this  time.    Further  discussion  in  an  EIR  is  necessary. 

New,  permanent  jobs  in  the  project  building  would  be  expected  to  generate  a 
demand  for  housing  units  in  San  Francisco  and  throughout  the  Bay  Area.  The 
project  would  include  about  48  residential  units.    According  to  the  Department 
of  City  Planning's  housing  demand  formula,  the  project  would  cause  a  demand 
for  451  housing  units  in  San  Francisco. /I /   This  is  403  more  than  is  proposed 
for  the  site.    The  extent  to  which  the  proposed  units  would  help  to  meet  the 
residential  demand  generated  by  the  project  will  be  discussed  in  further 
environmental  analysis. 


Assuming  an  employment  multiplier  of  1.18,  the  project's  estimated  net  1,970 
office  sector  jobs  would  create  about  2,300  additional,  secondary  jobs  in  the 
City's  business  services  sector,  and  this  could  have  a  growth-inducing  effect 
by  attracting  new  residents  to  the  City  and  Bay  Area. 
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To  the  extent  that  the  project  would  attract  new  residents  or  commuters  who 
would  not  otherwise  have  been  attracted  to  San  Francisco  or  the  Bay  Area,  it 
may  be  viewed  as  employment-generating  and  growth-inducing,  resulting  in  a 
variety  of  indirect  growth  effects.    The  effects  would  include  additional 
demand  for  housing,  demands  for  a  variety  of  commercial,  social,  medical,  and 
municipal  services,  and  secondary  demands  on  streets,  freeways,  and  transit 
systems.    These  issues  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

NOTES   Population,  Employment  and  Housing 

/I/  Housing  demand  was  calculated  using  the  formula  provided  by  Guiding 
Downtown  Development,  Department  of  City  Planning,  May,  1981: 

507,500  gross  sq.  ft.  x     0.40         =        451  housing  units 

250  sq.  ft.  per  employee 

 o  


4.  Transportation  and  Circulation.  Would  the  construction  or  operation  of  the 
project  result  in: 


a.     Change  in  use  of  existing  transportation 
systems? 


f.  A  need  for  maintenance  or  improvement 
or  change  in  configuration  of  existing 
public  roads  or  facilities? 

g.  Construction  of  new  public  roads? 


Yes    Maybe  No    N/A   Pi  sc . 


b.  An  increase  in  traffic  which  is  substantial 
in  relation  to  existing  loads  and  street 
capacity?  _X_ 

c.  Effects  on  existing  parking  facilities, 

or  demand  for  new  parking?  _X_ 

d.  Alteration  to  current  patterns  of 
circulation  or  movement  of  people  and/or 
goods?  _X_ 

e.  Increase  in  traffic  hazards  to  motor 
vehicles,  bicyclists  or  pedestrians?  X 
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The  project  would  increase  Muni  and  regional  transit  patronage  and  attract 
additional  automobile  trips  to  the  site  and  the  Downtown  area.    Pedestrian  use 
of  sidewalks  may  increase  and  will  be  examined  in  an  EIR  as  will  the  project's 
effect  on  transit  and  traffic.    Both  project-related  and  cumulative  impacts 
will  also  be  addressed  in  an  EIR.    The  project  would  eliminate  an  existing 
parking  garage  containing  approximately  150  long-term  and  210  short-term 
parking  spaces.    The  effects  of  the  project  on  long-  and  short-term  parking, 
and  its  effects  on  parking  in  terms  of  expected  cumulative  development  in  the 
project  area,  require  further  analysis  in  an  EIR. 


5.  Noise. 


Yes    Maybe  No    N/A    Pi  sc . 


a.     Would  the  proposed  project  result  in 
generation  of  construction  noise  levels 
in  excess  of  those  currently  existing  in 

the  area?  X  X 


b.     Would  existing  noise  levels  impact  the 

proposed  use?  )(  X 


c.     Are  Title  25  Noise  Insulation  Standards 

applicable?  X  X 


Project  Operation 


Project  operation  would  not  audibly  increase  noise  levels  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  site.    The  amount  of  traffic  generated  by  the  project  during  any  hour  of 
the  day  would  cause  traffic  noise  levels  to  increase  by  less  than  1  dBA,  an 
increase  that  would  be  undetectable  by  the  untrained  human  ear. 

Vehicular  access  to  the  building  site  would  be  provided  with  ramps  from 
Bush  St.  into  the  basement  area.    Loading  docks  for  commercial  deliveries 
would  be  located  on  basement  level  one;  parking  areas,  primarily  for  the 
proposed  residential  units,  are  proposed  for  basement  levels  two  and  three. 
Such  facilities  would  generate  additional  traffic,  but  increased  noise  levels 
would  be  inaudible  due  to  existing  noise  levels  on  Bush  St. 
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Mechanical  equipment  noise  is  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance, 
(Part  II,  Chapter  VII,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Code),  Section  2909,  "Fixed 
Source  Noise  Level,"  with  which  the  project  sponsors  are  required  to  comply. 
The  project  site  and  surrounding  area  are  zoned  C-3-0.    In  this  zone,  the 
ordinance  limits  equipment  noise  levels  to  70  dBA  between  7  a.m.  and  10  p.m. 
and  60  dBA  between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  at  the  property  line.    During  lulls  in 
traffic,  mechanical  equipment  generating  70  dBA  would  dominate  the  site  noise 
environment.    As  equipment  noise  levels  would  be  limited  to  60  dBA  to  meet  the 
nighttime  limit,  they  would  not  be  audible  within  the  sound-level  context  of 
the  project.    Further  discussion  in  an  EIR  is  not  necessary. 

As  is  typical  of  downtown  San  Francisco,  the  noise  environment  of  the  site  is 
dominated  by  vehicular  traffic  noise.    The  Environmental  Protection  Element  of 
the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan  indicates  a  day-night  average  noise  level 
(Ldn)  of  75  dBA  on  Bush  St.  in  1974. /I/, /2/   The  Environmental  Protection 
Element  contains  guidelines  for  determining  the  compatibility  of  various  land 
uses  with  different  noise  environments.    For  residential  and  office  uses  the 
guidelines  recommend  no  special  noise  control  measures  in  an  exterior  noise 
environment  up  to  an  Ldn  of  60  dBA  for  residential  uses  and  70  dBA  for  office 
uses.    The  exterior  noise  levels  at  the  site  are  estimated  to  be  70  to  75 
dBA.    For  these  noise  levels,  the  guidelines  recommend  an  analysis  of  noise 
reduction  requirements  and  inclusion  of  noise  insulation  features  in  the 
building  design.    The  project  will  be  designed  in  accordance  with  these 
guidelines  for  both  residential  and  office  uses  and  with  Title  25 
requirements.    No  further  analysis  is  needed  in  an  EIR. 

Because  the  exterior  noise  environment  of  the  site  exceeds  a  CNEL/3/  of  60  dBA 
at  street  level,  the  project  would  require  an  acoustical  analysis  to  show  that 
it  would  comply  with  the  interior  CNEL  requirement  of  less  than  45  dBA  with 
the  windows  closed.    Because  the  project  would  be  constructed  to  conform  with 
Title  25  Noise  Insulation  Standards,  existing  noise  levels  would  have  no 
significant  effect  and  no  further  discussion  is  required. 

Project  Construction 

Project  construction  would  require  approximately  28  months  and  would  involve 
demolition  of  existing  buildings  on  the  site,  excavation,  and  construction  of 
the  proposed  structure.    These  activities  would  temporarily  cause  noise  levels 
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to  exceed  those  presently  existing  in  the  site  vicinity.    The  building 
foundation  type  has  not  yet  been  determined;  it  would  probably  be  a  mat 
foundation  with  spread  footings.    No  pile  driving  is  anticipated.  The 
San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  limits  noise  emissions  from  any  powered 
construction  equipment  to  80  dBA  at  a  distance  of  100  feet.    A  residential 
hotel  adjoins  the  site  on  the  west  and  residents  could  be  affected  by 
construction  noise.    Further  consideration  will  be  given  to  noise  during 
construction  in  the  EIR.    Trucking  activities  to  and  from  the  site  would  not 
cause  noticeable  increases  in  average  noise  levels  along  haul  routes,  because 
of  existing  noise  levels  on  the  streets.  . 

NOTES  -  Noise 

/!/  Ldn,  the  day-night  average  noise  level,  is  a  noise  measurement  based  on 
human  reaction  to  cumulative  noise  exposure  over  a  24-hour  period,  taking  into 
account  the  greater  annoyance  of  nighttime  noises  (noise  between  10  p.m.  and 
7  a.m.  is  weighted  10  dBA  higher  than  daytime  noise). 

Ill  dBA  is  the  measurement  of  sound  units  in  decibels  (dB).    The  "A"  denotes 
the  A-weighted  scale  which  simulates  the  response  of  the  human  ear  to  various 
frequencies  of  sound. 

/3/  Community  noise  equivalent  level  (CNEL)  is  an  averaged  sound  level 
measurement  based  on  human  reaction  to  cumulative  noise  exposure  over  a 
24-hour  period.    The  numerical  values  of  CNEL  and  Ldn  are  essentially  equal 
for  most  urban  noise  environments. 


6.    Air  Quality /Climate.    Would  the  proposed  project  result  in: 

Yes   Maybe  No    N/A  Disc. 

a.     Violation  of  any  ambient  air  quality  standard 
or  contribution  to  an  existing  air  quality 

violation?  X  X 


b.  Exposure  of  sensitive  receptors  to  air 
pollutants? 

c.  Creation  of  objectionable  odors? 

d.  Burning  of  any  materials  including  brush, 
trees,  or  construction  materials? 

e.  Alteration  of  wind,  moisture, 

or  temperature  (including  sun  shading 
effects),  or  any  change  in  climate, 
either  locally  or  regionally? 
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Two  types  of  air  quality  impacts  could  be  expected  from  this  project: 
short-term  impacts  from  construction  activity,  and  long-term  impacts  related 
to  use  and  operation  of  the  structure.    Climatic  conditions  in  downtown 
San  Francisco  allow  rapid  dispersal  of  air  pollutants,  so  local  stationary 
sources  of  emissions  rarely  create  a  measurable  impact  at  monitoring 
stations.    Rather,  their  impact  is  to  add  to  regional  accumulations  of 
pollutants.    Thus  the  project  would  probably  not  result  in  direct  violation  of 
any  air  quality  standard,  although  it  would  contribute  to  existing  violations. 

Project  Construction 

Carbon  monoxide  and  nitrogen  oxide  emissions  would  be  generated  from 
construction  equipment  and  activities.    Without  mitigation,  an  estimated  20.3 
tons  of  particulate  would  be  generated  during  the  28-month  construction 
period.    Local  concentrations  of  these  emissions  would  depend  upon  particle 
size  (for  particulates),  time  of  day,  and  microclimate  conditions;  particulate 
concentrations  would  likely  often  exceed  the  State  24-hour  standard  of  100 
micrograms  per  cubic  meter  (ug/m3).    Concentrations  of  air  pollutants  are 
monitored  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Managment  District  (BAAQMD)  at  900  23rd 
St.,  about  2.5  miles  south  of  the  project  site.    Ozone,  carbon  monoxide, 
nitrogen  dioxide,  and  total  suspended  particulate  (TSP)  levels,  as  measured  at 
the  23rd  St.  location,  frequently  exceed  State  and  Federal  standards.  San 
Francisco  currently  is  a  nonattainment  area  for  ozone,  carbon  monoxide,  and 
TSP;  and  has  been  required  to  comply  with  Federal  standards  by  1987.  The 
short-term  impact  of  construction  would  not  affect  the  City's  compliance 
effort. 

Project  Operation 

In  contrast  to  construction,  use  of  the  building  and  related  activities  such 
as  motor  vehicle  travel  to  and  from  the  site  would  impede  local  efforts  to 
attain  and  maintain  air  quality  standards.    Combustion  of  natural  gas  for 
space  and  water  heating  would  generate  small  amounts  of  pollutants  in  the 
project  area.    Electrical  energy  consumption  would  place  an  increased  demand 
on  local  generation  plants,  possibly  resulting  in  greater  emissions  from  these 
facilities.    Local  concentrations  of  carbon  monoxide,  hydrocarbons,  and 
nitrogen  oxides  would  increase  as  a  result  of  increased  traffic  stimulated  by 
the  development.    Individually,  these  incremental  changes  in  air  pollution  in 
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the  region  would  be  insignificant;  cumulatively,  developments  such  as  this 
could  increase  reported  concentrations  and  the  frequency  of  standard 
violations.    Cumulative  air  quality  issues  will  be  examined  in  the  EIR. 

Sensitive  receptors  which  could  be  affected  by  air  pollution  resulting  from, 
or  increased  by,  the  proposed  development  would  include  individuals  with 
health  problems,  certain  industries  such  as  horticulture,  or  fragile 
ecosystems.    The  sole  pollutant  deemed  capable  of  directly  affecting  a 
sensitive  receptor  would  be  particulate  emissions  generated  during 
construction;  these  emissions  would  be  negligible  at  distances  greater  than  a 
mile. 

Residential  hotel  dwellers  in  the  Hotel  Stanford,  located  west  of  the  site, 
could  be  sensitive  receptors  to  air  pollutants  during  project  construction. 
This  matter  requires  further  discussion  in  the  EIR. 


The  project  would  affect  wind  speeds  at  street  level,  probably  increasing  west 
wind  speeds  along  Bush  St.  and  Trinity  Place.    The  project  would  create  and 
cast  new  shadows  on  surrounding  streets,  plazas,  and  buildings.    Wind  and 
shadow  studies  examining  these  effects  will  be  presented  in  the  EIR. 


7.    Utilities  and  Public  Services.    Would  the  proposed  project: 

Yes   Maybe  No    N/A   Pi  sc . 


a.     Have  an  effect  upon,  or  result  in  a  need 
for  new  or  altered,  governmental  services 
in  any  of  the  following? 

-  fire  protection                                                   X    X 

-  police  protection      IT    T~ 

-  schools      ir    IT 

-  parks  or  other  recreational  facilities                      X    X 

-  maintenance  of  public  facilities                              X    X 

-  power  or  natural  gas                                              X    X 

-  communications  systems      T~    X 

-  water                                                                    X    X 

-  sewer/storm  water  drainage                                       X    X 

-  solid  waste  collection  and  disposal                          X    X 


The  project  would  increase  the  building  area  and  the  number  of  persons  using 
the  site,  and  thus  may  increase  the  number  of  fire  incidents  at  the  site.  The 
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project  would,  however,  incorporate  more  extensive  fire  protection  measures 
than  most  older  structures  in  the  area,  and  would  comply  with  more  stringent 
current  fire  protection  codes.    Existing  water  flows  to  the  site  for  fire 
fighting  are  adequate  and  the  project  would  not  require  additional  personnel 
or  equipment,  except  in  the  case  of  a  major  citywide  disaster./!/ 

Proposed  and  approved  cumulative  development  in  Downtown  San  Francisco, 
consisting  mostly  of  high-rise  commercial  office  structures,  would  add  about 
8.9  million  sq.  ft.  of  gross  floor  area  to  the  Downtown  area  by  about  1990. 
It  can  be  anticipated  that  the  number  of  fire  incidents  would  increase  with 
the  number  of  people  occupying  the  district.    Since  new  high-rise  buildings 
must  comply  with  the  Life  Safety  provisions  of  the  San  Francisco  Building 
Code,  most  fires  in  these  buildings  can  be  expected  to  yield  to  minimum 
response  by  the  Fire  Department.    Since  all  of  these  buildings  will  be  of  Type 
1  construction  /2/,  the  chance  of  a  fire  spreading  from  building  to  building 
is  relatively  small.    For  example,  when  the  old  and  highly  combustible  Produce 
Market  was  replaced  by  the  high-rise  buildings  of  the  Golden  Gateway 
Redevelopment  Project,  the  external  fire  protection  requirements  of  the  Fire 
Department  decreased. /3/ 

The  project  would  increase  population  and  personal  property  on  the  site,  thus 
increasing  the  potential  for  crime.    The  project  would  not  require  additional 
police  personnel  or  equipment. /4/   Appropriate  mitigation  measures  (alarms, 
adequate  lighting  at  entryways,  security  personnel  would  reduce  the  effects  of 
the  project  on  the  police  department.    No  further  analysis  is  necessary. 

Based  on  comparisons  with  similar  types  of  housing,  the  project  would  probably 
have  few  school -age  resi dents. /5/    San  Francisco  schools  could  absorb  any 
additional  students  generated  by  the  project  /6/.    No  further  analysis  is 
necessary. 

The  project  would  probably  generate  a  demand  for  urban  recreational 
facilities,  such  as  plazas  and  city  parks  with  benches,  and  clubs  providing 
space  for  indoor  sports.    Union  Square  is  four  blocks  southwest  of  the  site 
and  St.  Mary's  Square  is  two  blocks  northwest.    The  project  would  be  designed 
to  comply  with  Planning  Code  requirements  for  residential  open  space.  In 
addition,  there  are  approximately  15  indoor  recreation/exercise  facilities 
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within  a  ten  block  radius  of  the  proposed  project./?/   Restaurants  are 
numerous  in  the  area  and  at  least  one  would  be  included  in  the  project.  The 
project  would  have  no  direct  effect  on  the  maintenance  of  public  facilities. 
No  further  analysis  is  necessary. 

The  project  would  result  in  a  net  increase  in  the  consumption  of  energy.  The 
project  would  conform  to  California  Energy  Commission  standards  for 
residential  and  nonresidential  buildings.    The  project  would  require  a 
substreet  transformer,  probably  located  on  Bush  St.    There  would  be  no  gas  or 
electricity  supply  problems./8/   Energy  consumption  of  the  project  will  be 
analyzed  in  an  EIR. 

The  project  would  result  in  increased  use  of  telephone  and  other  communication 
systems.    Connections  would  occur  from  Bush  St.  and  no  supply  or  capacity 
problems  are  antic ipated./9/   No  further  analysis  is  necessary. 

The  project  would  result  in  a  net  increase  in  water  use  at  the  site  of  about 
60,000  gallons  per  day  (gpd).    Water  mains  in  Bush  St.  would  be  of  adequate 
size  to  serve  the  project. /1 0/  Water  supply  has  been  determined  to  be 
adequate  to  serve  the  proposed  uses./ll/   No  further  analysis  is  necessary. 

The  amount  of  wastewater  generated  would  be  approximately  the  same  as  the 
amount  of  water  used,  as  described  above.    Sewer  mains  serving  the  site  would 
be  adequate  to  handle  increased  sewer  flows  as  well  as  storm  drainage. /1 2/  No 
further  analysis  is  necessary. 

The  project  would  generate  a  net  increase  in  solid  waste.    Adequate  Collection 
services  could  be  provided  and  would  probably  occur  daily,  as  at  present. /1 3/ 
Disposal  effects  would  depend  on  the  eventual  selection  of  a  disposal  method 
and/or  site  for  San  Francisco's  solid  wastes.    No  further  analysis  is 
necessary. 
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NOTES  -  Utilities  and  Public  Services 

/I/  Joseph  A.  Sullivan,  Chief  Support  Services,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department, 
letter  communication,  September  18,  1981. 

HI  Type  1  buildings  have  structural  elements  made  of  reinforced  concrete, 
reinforced  grouted  masonry,  reinforced  hollow  concrete  masonry  or  steel;  and 
exterior  walls,  roofs,  floors  and  some  inner  walls  of  "fire-resistive 
incombustible  construction."    San  Francisco  Building  Code  Section  1801. 

/3/  Information  contained  in  this  section  is  from  Bendix  Environmental 
Research,  Inc.,  Environmental  Consultants  and  Fire  Protection  Engineers, 
confirmed  by  Emmet  D.  Condon,  Deputy  Chief,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department, 
September  25,  1981 . 

/4/  Officer  Paul  Libert,  Planning  and  Research  Division,  San  Francisco  Police 
Department,  telephone  communication,  September  15,  1981. 

/5/  Laurel  Anderson,  Office  Manager,  Golden  Gateway  Commons;  and 
Kathy  Schmidt,  Office  Manger,  Fox  Plaza,  telephone  communications, 
December  14,1981.    Golden  Gateway  Commons,  a  50-unit  complex,  has 
approximately  one  school-age  child,  two  pre-school -age  children,  and  nine 
college-age  residents.    Fox  Plaza,  a  450-condominium  complex,  has  a  maximum  of 
ten  school -age  children. 

/6/  Robert  Walker,  Student  Assignment  Manager,  San  Francisco  Unified  School 
District,  telephone  communication,  December  11,  1981. 

HI  Based  on  information  from  a  survey  of  the  1981  Pacific  Telephone  Yellow 
Page  Directory  conducted  by  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 

/8/  Alfred  Williams,  Industrial  Power  Engineer,  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric 
Company,  telephone  communication,  September  15,  1981. 

/9/  Les  Watson,  Building  Industry  Consultant,  Pacific  Telephone,  telephone 
conmunication,  September  16,  1981. 

/lO/  Cy  Westworth,  Estimator,  Engineering  Department,  San  Francisco  Water 
Department,  telephone  communication,  September  15,  1981. 

/II/  Jack  Kenck,  Manager,  City  Distribution  Division,  San  Francisco  Water 
Department,  written  communication,  February  3,  1982. 

/1 2/  Nathan  Lee,  Engineering  Associate  II,  San  Francisco  Clean  Water  Program, 
telephone  communication,  September  15,  1981. 

/13/  Fiore  Garbarino,  Office  Manager,  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company,  telephone 
communication,  September  15,  1981. 

8.  Biology. 

Yes    Maybe  No    N/A   Di  sc . 

a.     Would  there  be  a  reduction  in  plant  and/or 
animal  habitat  or  interference  with  the 
movement  of  migratory  fish  or  wildlife 

species?      X     
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Yes  Maybe  No    N/A  Disc 

b.  Would  the  project  affect  the  existence  or 
habitat  of  any  rare,  endangered  or  unique 

species  located  on  or  near  the  site?      X     

c.  Would  the  project  require  removal  of 

mature  scenic  trees?  X   


The  site  is  completely  covered  with  impervious  surfaces.  The  project  would 
not  effect  any  plant  or  animal  life  or  habitat. 


9.    Land,    (topography,  soils,  geology)  Would 
proposed  project  result  in  or  be  subject  to: 

Yes   Maybe  No    N/A  Disc 


a.     Potentially  hazardous  geologic  or  soils 
conditions  on  or  immediately  adjoining  the 
site?    (slides,  subsidence,  erosion, 

and  liquefaction)    X      X 


b.  Grading?    (consider  height,  steepness 

and  visibility  of  proposed  slopes;  consider 

effect  of  grading  on  trees  and  ridge  tops)      X        _)(_ 

c.  Generation  of  substantial  spoils  during 

site  preparation,  grading,  dredging  or  fill?  _X     _X_ 


No  site-specific  soils  analysis  has  yet  been  conducted  for  the  site.  Data 
pertaining  to  the  site  vicinity  indicate  over  120  ft.  of  fill,  sands  and  old 
Bay  mud  overlie  bedrock  at  the  site. /I/   The  geologic  materials  are  largely  of 
low  compressibility  and  are  generally  suitable  for  a  foundation  base.  The 
first  17  ft.  of  fill  material  is  generally  unsuitable  as  a  foundation  base,  as 
it  is  subject  to  compression  and  differential  settlement  under  heavy  building 
loads.    A  major  seismic  event  could  cause  liquefaction  with  resultant  lateral 
ground  slippage.    Recommendations  from  a  geotechnical  study  of  the  site  would 
be  followed  in  the  final  design  of  the  project. 

Grading  on  the  site  would  be  related  to  foundation  and  basement  preparation. 
The  results  would  not  be  visible  upon  completion  of  the  project. 
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Approximately  35,000  cu.  yds.  would  be  removed  from  the  site  as  a  result  of 
excavation  and  disposed  of  in  an  officially  approved  disposal  site,  such  as 
Sierra  Point  between  Brisbane  and  South  San  Francisco  in  San  Mateo  County.  A 
discussion  of  the  potential  geologic  impacts  of  the  project  including  grading 
and  foundation  design  will  be  included  in  the  EIR. 

NOTES  -  Land 

/I/  Woodward-Clyde  Consultants,  1979,  Geotechnical  Investigation  Interim 
Report,  Crocker  National  Bank  Building,  Post  and  Kearny  Sts.,  San  Francisco, 
California,  EE  78-298.    A  copy  of  this  document  is  available  for  public  review 
at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  45  Hyde 
St.,  San  Francisco. 


10.  Water.    Would  the  proposed  project  result  in: 


Yes   Maybe  No   N/A  Disc 


a.  Reduction  in  the  quality  of  surface  water?      _X_ 

b.  Change  in  runoff  or  alteration  to  drainage 

patterns?    X 


c.  Change  in  water  use? 

d.  Change  in  quality  of  public  water  supply 
or  in  quality  or  quantity  (dewatering)  of 
groundwater? 


The  project  would  increase  water  use  on  the  site  by  about  60,000  gallons  per 
day  (gpd).    Water  mains  in  Bush  St.  and  existing  water  supply  would  be 
adequate  to  meet  this  demand. /I, 2/    The  site  is  now  covered  with  impervious 
surfaces.    Thus,  the  project  would  not  produce  any  changes  in  the  quantity  of 
runoff  or  in  drainage  patterns.    Further  analysis  is  not  required.  Dewatering 
may  be  required  during  construction.    The  geotechnical  report  under 
preparation  will  determine  the  groundwater  level  and  make  recommendations 
concerning  dewatering  and  the  recommendations  will  be  followed.    If  dewatering 
is  determined  to  be  necessary,  it  will  be  analyzed  in  an  EIR. 


NOTES  -  Water 

IM  Cy  Westworth,  Estimator,  Engineering  Department,  San  Francisco  Water 
Department,  telephone  communication,  September  15,  1981. 

HI  Jack  Kenck,  Manager,  City  Distribution  Division,  San  Francisco  Water 
Department,  written  communication,  February  3,  1982. 
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n.  Energy /Natural  Resources.    Would  the  proposed 
project  result  in: 


Yes  Maybe  No  N/A  Disc 

a.  Any  change  in  consumption  of  energy?  X        X 

b.  Substantial  increase  in  demand  on 

existing  energy  sources?    X      X 


c.     An  effect  on  the  potential  use,  extraction, 
conservation  or  depletion  of  a  natural 
resource? 


There  would  be  an  increase  in  energy  consumption  on  the  site  as  a  result  of 
the  project  due  to  the  increase  in  the  total  square  footage  of  structure  to  be 
served.    As  specific  building  designs  have  not  been  developed,  any  potential 
unnecessary,  wasteful  or  inefficient  uses  of  energy  cannot  be  identified.  The 
project  would  be  required  to  comply  with  energy  standards  of  Title  24  of  the 
California  Administrative  Code. 


There  would  be  an  increase  in  peak-hour  electrical  demand  resulting  from 
elevator  use,  in  addition  to  the  peak-hour  demand  characteristics  of  other 
uses  in  the  structure.    Other  aspects  of  electrical  and  natural  gas  demand 
characteristics  cannot  be  identified  until  more  precise  building  designs  are 
developed.    Further  evaluation  in  the  EIR  is  necessary. 

Shadows  from  the  structure  may  reduce  the  feasibility  of  future  active  solar 
energy  collection  installations  in  some  locations  off-site.    No  existing 
active  solar  energy  collection  installations  would  beaffected  as  none  are 
located  in  the  immediate  area  north  of  the  site.    No  other  natural  energy 
resources  would  be  directly  affected. 

12.  Hazards.    Would  the  proposed  project  result  in: 

Yes   Maybe  No    N/A  Disc. 

a.  Increased  risk  of  explosion  or  release  of 
hazardous  substances  (e.g.,  oil,  pesticides, 
chemicals  or  radiation),  in  the  event  of  an 
accident,  or  cause  other  dangers  to  public 

health  and  safety?      _X_    _X_ 

b.  Creation  of  or  exposure  to  a  potential 

health  hazard?      _X_    _X_ 

c.  Possible  interference  with  an  emergency 

response  plan  or  emergency  evacuation  plan?      X    X 
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The  site  and  the  project  would  neither  cause  nor  be  affected  by  hazardous  uses 
or  health  hazards.    See  p.  30  for  a  mitigation  measure  to  be  implemented  to 
insure  coordination  between  the  City's  emergency  planning  activities  and  the 
project's  emergency  plan. 


13.  Cul tural .    Would  the  proposed  project: 

Yes  Maybe  No    N/A  Disc. 

a.  Include  or  affect  a  historic  site,  structure 

or  building?  _X_        X 

b.  Include  or  affect  a  known  archaeological 
resource  or  an  area  of  archaeological 

resource  potential?      X     

c.  Cause  a  physical  change  affecting  unique 

ethnic  or  cultural  values?  X  X 


The  project  site  contains  a  parking  garage  rated  "B"  by  the  Foundation  for 
San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage  Survey  and  "0"  by  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning  Architectural  Survey.    Located  at  355  Bush  St., 
the  six-story  brick  building  is  considered  in  the  Heritage  Survey  to  be 
representative  of  an  early  parking  garage  style  in  which  the  facade  is 
designed  to  look  like  an  office  building.    Under  the  plans  for  the  project, 
this  building  would  be  demolished.    Resolution  9248  of  the  City  Planning 
Commission,  dated  November  19,  1981,  recognizes  the  intent  of  the  Director  of 
Planning  to  recommend  disapproval  of  any  project  proposing  demolition  of 
architecturally  significant  buildings.    Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
policy  applies  equally  to  "A"  and  "B"  rated  buildings;  that  is,  the  Board  does 
not  distinguish  between  the  two  for  preservation  purposes.    An  alternative  to 
the  project  which  would  preserve  the  garage  will  be  included  in  the  EIR. 

The  north  side  of  Sutter  St.,  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  block  from  the 
Bush  St.  frontage  of  the  proposed  project,  is  considered  a  unique  block  due  to 
the  architecture  of  existing  structures  which  form  a  continuous  streetscape. 
Similarly,  Kearny  St.  between  Sutter  and  Bush  Sts.  contains  buildings  of 
historic  interest.    The  project  sponsor  Is  considering  ways  of  contributing  to 
the  preservation  of  historic  structures  in  the  site  vicinity.    The  project 
would  dominate  smaller-scale  buildings  by  its  greater  height,  and  would  cast 
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height,  and  would  cast  shadows,  primarily  northward  across  Bush  St.,  during 
parts  of  each  season  of  the  year.    Cultural  and  historic  resources  require 
further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 

There  are  no  known  archeol ogical  resources  on  the  project  site.  Experience 
with  similar  downtown  sites  inland  of  the  original  shoreline  indicates  that  it 
is  probable  that  no  intact  cultural  or  historic  materials  would  be 
encountered,  but  scattered  artifacts  of  historic  interest  could  be  found.  The 
project  sponsor  would  attempt  to  mitigate  the  effects  of  the  project  on  any 
such  find.    An  appropriate  mitigation  measure  will  be  included  in  an  EIR  for 
the  project,  and  no  further  analysis  is  required. 


C.    MITIGATION  MEASURES 

Yes 

Are  mitigation  measures  included  in  the  project?  X 
Are  other  mitigation  measures  available?  X 

Mitigation  Measures  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  include  the  following: 
Urban  Design 

The  project  would  include  a  sculptured  upper-level  facade  designed  to 
reduce  the  apparent  scale  and  bulk  of  the  building. 

The  project  would  include  pedestrian  amenities  including  small, 
pedestrian-scale  retail  space;  sidewalk  areas  designed  to  improve 
pedestrian  access  to  work  and  shopping;  and  a  streetscape  design  intended 
to  contribute  street-level  visual  amenity. 

Transportation  and  Circulation 

The  project  sponsor  would  encourage  transit  use  through  the  on-site  sale 
of  BART  and  Muni  passes  to  employees. 

During  the  construction  period  the  project  sponsor  would  attempt  to 
schedule  project  truck  movement  to  minimize  peak-hour  traffic  conflicts. 
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Noise 

The  project  would  be  designed  in  accordance  with  the  guidelines  contained 
in  the  Environmental  Protection  element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  for  both 
residential  and  office  uses  and  will  comply  with  Title  25  of  the 
California  Administrative  Code  regarding  noise  insulation  for  residential 
uses. 

The  project  contractor  would  muffle  and  shield  intakes  and  exhausts, 
shroud  or  shield  impact  tools,  and  use  electric-powered  rather  than 
diesel -powered  construction  equipment,  as  determined  by  the  Department  of 
Public  Works. 

Air  Quality /Climate 

During  excavation,  unpaved  demolition  and  construction  areas  would  be 
wetted  to  hold  down  dust;  watering  the  site  at  least  twice  a  day  with 
complete  coverage,  would  reduce  particulate  emissions  (dust)  about  50  %. 

The  general  contractor  would  maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment 
in  such  a  way  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions. 

Utilities  And  Public  Services 

To  reduce  the  demand  on  police  protection  services,  the  project  would 
incorporate  internal  security  measures  which  could  include  such  features 
as  a  24-hour  staffed  guard  station  in  the  lobby  area,  internal  security 
personnel,  well-lighted  entries,  alarm  systems,  and  call -telephones  for 
the  residential  portion  of  the  building. 

The  building  would  be  equipped  with  a  trash  compactor  to  reduce  the  volume 
of  solid  waste  requiring  storage  and  transport.    Separate  storage 
facilities  for  recyclable  waste  material  would  be  provided  for  both  office 
and  residential  uses. 


I 


354 


Land  {Topography,  Soils,  Geology) 


XII.  Appendices 


A  detailed  foundation  and  structural  design  study  would  be  conducted  for 
the  building  by  a  California-licensed  structural  engineer  and  a 
California-licensed  geotechnical  consultant.    The  project  sponsor  would 
follow  the  recommendations  of  these  studies  during  the  final  design  and 
construction  of  the  project. 

The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  project  contractor  and 
sub-contractors  to  obtain  a  Faithful  Performance  and  Payment  Bond,  if 
proper  financial  capability  is  not  evident,  and  to  be  responsible  for  any 
damage  to  existing  buildings  that  might  result  from  excavation. 

Excavation  pit  walls  would  be  shored  and  protected  from  slumping  or 
lateral  movement  of  soils  into  the  pit.    Shoring  and  sheeting  using 
soldier  beams  could  be  used  for  this  purpose.    The  contractor  would  comply 
with  the  Excavation  Standards  of  the  California  Occupational  Safety  and 
Health  Agency  (Department  of  Industrial  Relations). 

The  level  of  the  water  table  and  potential  settlement  and  subsidence  will 
be  monitored  by  the  general  contractor.    The  City  would  require  a  lateral 
and  settlement  survey  to  monitor  any  movement  or  settlement  of  surrounding 
buildings  and  adjacent  streets  during  the  dewatering.    Control  lines  and 
benchmarks  would  be  established  for  monitoring  horizontal  and  vertical 
movement. 

If,  in  the  judgment  of  City  engineers,  unacceptable  subsidence  occurs 
during  the  construction,  groundwater  recharge  would  be  used  to  halt  the 
settlement.    This  might  cause  a  delay  in  construction. 

Groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  would  be  retained  in  a  holding  tank  to 

allow  suspended  particles  to  settle,  if  this  is  found  necessary  by  the 

Industrial  Waste  Division  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  to  prevent 
sediment  from  entering  the  storm  drain/sewer  lines. 
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Energy 

Wherever  possible,  office  suites  would  be  equipped  with  individual  light 
switches,  time  clock  operation  and  fluorescent  lights  to  conserve  electric 
energy. 

The  project  would  adhere  to  the  guidelines  of  the  (now  withdrawn)  Federal 
Energy  Building  Temperature  Restrictions  in  the  operation  of  heating, 
ventilating  and  air  conditioning  (HVAC)  equipment.    The  HVAC  system  would 
be  equipped  with  an  economizer  cycle  to  use  outside  air  for  cooling,  as 
feasible. 

Whenever  possible,  the  HVAC  system  would  be  designed  to  recycle  waste  heat 
to  heat  domestic  water  for  office  and  residential  use. 

Residential  units  would  have  individually  metered  gas  and  electric 
services. 

Residential  and  office  water  heating  systems  would  be  insulated  to 
minimize  water  waste  and  waste  heat.    In  residential  units,  water  heaters 
would  be  placed  as  close  as  possible  to  the  source  of  use  (sinks,  showers, 
dishwashers)  to  minimize  water  waste  and  waste  heat. 

Hazards 

An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  by  the 
project  sponsor  or  building  management  staff,  in  consultation  with  the 
Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency  Services,  to  insure  coordination  between  the 
City's  emergency  planning  activities  and  the  project's  plan  and  to  provide 
for  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency.    The  project's  plan 
would  be  reviewed  by  the  Office  of  Emergency  Services  and  implemented  by 
building  management  before  issuance  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  of 
final  building  occupancy  permits. 


356 


XII.  Appendices 

Cultural  Resources 

Should  evidence  of  significant  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  be  found 
during  project  excavation,  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  and  the 
President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  would  be  notified. 
The  project  sponsor  would  select  an  expert  archaeologist  to  help  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review  determine  the  significance  of  the  find  and 
whether  feasible  measures,  including  appropriate  security  measures,  could 
be  implemented  to  preserve  or  recover  such  artifacts.    The  Environmental 
Review  Officer  would  then  recommend  specific  mitigation  measures,  if 
necessary,  and  reconmendations  would  be  sent  to  the  State  Office  of 
Historic  Preservation.    Excavation  or  construction  which  might  damage  the 
discovered  cultural  resources  would  be  suspended  for  a  maximum  of  four 
weeks  to  permit  inspection,  recommendation  and  retrieval,  if  appropriate. 

Other  mitigation  measures  may  be  developed  and  will  be  included  in  further 
environmental  evaluation  for  the  project. 

D.    ALTERNATIVES  Yes    No  Disc. 

Were  other  alternatives  considered:  X    X 

A  range  of  alternatives  are  under  consideration  and  will  be  examined  in  an 
EIR: 

1.  Guiding  Downtown  Development;    An  alternative  (or  alternatives)  that 
conforms  to  the  guidelines  and  recormiendations  of  Guiding  Downtown 
Development,  published  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  May,  1981; 

2.  Design  Alternative:    A  design  alternative  which  responds  to  impacts 
identified  as  potentially  significant  during  the  initial  study  process  and 
preparation  of  the  Preliminary  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report; 

3.  Preservation  Alternative:    An  alternative  which  would  a)  preserve  the 
B-rated  building  on  site  and  b)  a  site-specific,  or  off -site  alternative 
which  recognizes  the  historic  resources  on  the  site  and  in  the  vicinity 
including  consideration  of  contributions  to  long-term  protection  of 
off-site  historic  resources; 
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4.  Transportation  Alternative:  An  alternative  that  would  provide  360  parking 
spaces  on  site. 

5.  No  Project:    An  alternative  which  considers:  a)  no  project  for  the  site; 
b)  the  same  project  on  a  different  site;  and,  c)  postponement  of  site 
development. 


E.    MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE 

1.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to 
degrade  the  quality  of  the  environment, 
substantially  reduce  the  habitat  of  a 
fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause  a  fish 
or  wildlife  population  to  drop  below 
self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to 
eliminate  a  plant  or  animal,  or  elimina 
important  examples  of  the  major  periods 
of  California  history  or  prehistory? 

2.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to 
achieve  short-term,  to  the  disadvantage 
of  long-term,  environmental  goals? 


3.     Does  the  project  have  possible 

environmental  effects  which  are 

individually  limited,  but  cumulatively 
considerable? 


4.     Would  the  project  cause  substantial 

adverse  effects  on  human  beings,  either 
directly  or  indirectly? 


5.  Is  there  a  serious  public  controversy 
concerning  the  possible  environmental 
effect  of  the  project? 


Yes    No  Disc 


te 


The  project  could  contribute  to  cumulative  environmental  impacts,  especially 
during  project  construction,  as  a  number  of  projects  are  planned  for  the 
immediate  vicinity.    Cumulative  effects  including  construction  noise  and 
impacts  on  traffic  and  pedestrian  circulation  require  further  analysis  in  an 
EIR.    The  project  could  have  a  cumulative  effect  on  housing  demand,  transit 
systems  and  air  quality.    These  issues  require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 
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On  the  besis  of  this  iniiicl  evaluetion: 

  I  find  the  proposec  project  COULD  NOT  have  e  significant  effect  on  the  environ- 
ment, end  c  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  wilV  be  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City 
Planning. 

  1  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on 

the  environment,  there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because 

the  mitigation  measures,  numbers  ,  in  the  discussion  have  been  included  as 

part  of  the. proposed  project.    A  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

[/      I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environ- 
ment, end  an  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


Robert  W.  Pessmore 

Assi stant  Director-Implementation 


for 


Dear.  Macris 
Director 


Da  te :  ^ 
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APPENDIX  B:    ARCHITECTURAL  EVALUATION  SYSTEMS 


The  architectural  ratings  discussed  in  the  text  of  this  report  (see 

Section  III.  C,  Architectural  and  Cultural  Resources  pp.  40-42;  and 

Figure  15,  p.  41)  represent  the  results  of  two  separate  architectural  surveys. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  SURVEY 

Between  1974  and  1976,  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  conducted 
a  citywide  inventory  of  architecturally  significant  buildings.    An  advisory 
review  committee  of  architects  and  architectural  historians  assisted  in  the 
final  determination  of  ratings  for  the  10,000  buildings  which  were  entered  in 
an  unpublished  60-volume  record  of  the  inventory.    The  rated  buildings  are 
also  represented  on  a  set  of  color-coded  maps  which  identify  the  location  and 
relative  significance  of  each  building  surveyed.    The  volumes  and  maps  are 
available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

The  inventory  assesses  the  architectural  significance  of  the  surveyed 
structures  from  the  standpoint  of  overall  design  and  particular  design 
features.    Both  contemporary  and  older  buildings  were  included;  historical 
associations  were  not  considered.    Each  building  is  numerically  rated 
according  to  its  overall  architectural  significance,  from  a  low  of  "0"  to  a 
high  of  "5".    Factors  considered  include  architectural  significance,  urban 
design  context,  and  overall  environmental  significance.    The  architectural 
survey  contains  a  listing  of  the  best  10%  of  San  Francisco's  buildings.  In 
the  estimation  of  the  inventory  participants,  buildings  rated  "3"  or  better 
represent  approximately  the  best  2%  of  the  City's  architecture. 

HERITAGE  SURVEY 

More  recently,  the  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage, 
through  its  consultants,  Charles  Hall  Page  &  Associates,  Inc.,  conducted  an 
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architectural  and  historical  survey  of  all  Downtown  structures.    In  1979,  the 
inventory  results  were  published  in  the  book  Splendid  Survivors ./I/  Criteria 
considered  in  rating  the  buildings  included  Architectural  Significance, 
Historical/Cultural  Significance,  Environmental  Significance  and  Negative 
Alterations.    Summary  ratings  from  "A"  to  "D"  were  then  assigned  to  each 
building  on  the  basis  of  these  scores.    The  summary  ratings  indicate  the 
f  ol  1  owing: 

A.  Highest  Importance.    Individually,  these  buildings  are  the  most  important 
buildings  in  downtown  San  Francisco.    All  "A"  group  buildings  are  eligible 
for  the  National  Register  and  are  of  highest  priority  for  City  Landmark 
status. 

B.  Major  Importance:    This  group  includes  buildings  which  are  of  individual 
importance  by  virtue  of  architectural,  historical,  and  environmental 
criteria.    "B"  group  buildings  are  eligible  for  the  National  Register  and 
are  of  secondary  priority  for  City  Landmark  status.    The  City  Landmarks 
Board's  policies  do  not  distinguish  between  A  and  B  rated  buildings. 

C.  Contextual  Importance.    Buildings  which  are  distinguished  by  their  scale, 
materials,  compositional  treatment,  cornice  and  other  features  are 
included  in  this  group.    Many  "C"  group  buildings  may  be  eligible  for  the 
National  Register  as  part  of  historic  districts. 

D.  Minor  or  No  Importance.    Buildings  in  this  group  are  insignificant 
examples  of  architecture.    Most  "D"  group  buildings  are  "sites  of 
opportunity"  for  development. 

LISTING  OF  ARCHITECTURALLY  AND/OR  HISTORICALLY  IMPORTANT  BUILDINGS  IN  THE 
DOWNTOWN 

Recognition  of  structures  of  architectural  and/or  historic  importance  is 
provided  for  under  Section  101  of  Article  10  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  which 
authorizes  the  City  Planning  Commission  to  approve  a  list  of  buildings  that 
have  historical  and  architectural  significance,  but  have  not  been  designated 
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as  landmarks.    The  purpose  of  such  a  list  is  to  encourage  preservation  of 
these  buildings  without  subjecting  them  to  the  controls  imposed  on  designated 
1 andmarks . 

In  May  1978,  the  Planning  Commission  directed  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board  to  prepare  a  list  of  potential  buildings  of  architectural 
and/or  historical  importance  for  the  Commission  to  consider.    The  Landmarks 
Board  presented  a  list  in  September  of  1979  containing  300  of  the  most 
architecturally  and  historically  significant  buildings  in  the  Downtown  area, 
including  all  buildings  rated  A  or  B  in  the  Heritage  Splendid  Survivors 
survey,  and  any  other  buildings  given  high  ratings  in  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  1976  Architectural  Inventory.    The  Planning  Commission  held  two 
public  hearings,  in  September  1979  and  January  1980,  and  adopted  the  Listing 
of  Architecturally  and/ or  Historically  Important  Buildings  on  May  29,  1980 
(Resolution  8600).    As  noted  above,  preservation  policies  of  the  Landmarks 
Board  apply  equally  to  both  A  and  B  rated  buildings. 

Buildings  in  the  List  of  Architecturally  Significant  Buildings  in  the  Downtown 
Area  are  indicated  by  double  and  triple  asterisks  in  Figure  15,  p.  41.  Among 
those  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  are  California  Pacific  Bldg.,  French 
Bank,  Central  Realty  Bldg.,  Marston  Bldg.,  Hallidie  Bldg.,  Alto  Bldg., 
Hunter-Dulin  Bldg.,  Eyre  (Argonaut)  Bldg.,  McKay  Bldg.,  Charleston  Bldg.,  Russ 
Bldg.,  Mills  Bldg.  and  Tower,  and  San  Francisco  Curb  Exchange. 


/I/  Charles  Hall  Page  and  Associates,  Inc.,  Splendid  Survivors, 

San  Francisco's  Downtown  Architectural  Heritage,  California  Living  Books,  1979. 
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APPENDIX  C:     WIND-TUNNEL  STUDY/ 1/ 


MODEL  AND  WIND-TUNNEL  FACILITIES 

Model:  A  1:50  scaled  model  of  the  downtown  San  Francisco  area  surrounding  the 
proposed  building  site  for  several  blocks  in  all  directions  was  provided  by 
ESA,  Inc.    The  model  was  capable  of  having  two  configurations  (the  existing 
and  proposed  settings)  each  available  for  separate  wind-tunnel  testing. 
Proposed  and  approved  projects  for  101  Montgomery,  466  Bush,  and 
222  Kearny  Sts.  were  included  in  the  study. 

Wind-Tunnel  Facilities:  An  environmental  wind  tunnel  was  built  for  testing 
natural  atmospheric  boundary  layer  flows  past  surface  objects  such  as 
buildings  and  other  structures.    The  tunnel  has  an  overall  length  of  22  meters 
(m)  (72  ft.),  a  test  section  of  1.22  m  (4  ft.)  wide  by  1.83  m  (6  ft.)  high, 
and  an  adjustable  false  ceiling.    Wind  speeds  within  the  tunnel  can  be  varied 
from  1  to  4  meters  per  second  (m/s)  or  4.8  to  19.3  miles  per  hour  (mph). 

The  atmospheric  boundary  layer  flow  over  the  downtown  area  was  simulated  by  an 
upwind  network  of  turbulence  generators.    The  wind  tunnel's  false  ceiling  was 
adjusted  to  provide  a  zero-pressure-gradient  downstream  flow.    The  adjustment 
of  the  flow  to  zero-pressure-gradient  flow  is  known  to  properly  model 
atmospheric  boundary  layers  near  the  surface  of  the  earth.    The  long  flow 
development  length  allows  a  naturally  turbulent  boundary  layer  to  develop  and 
properly  models  the  full-scale  flow. 

TESTING  PROCEDURE 

The  wind  study  was  divided  into  two  parts:    flow  visualization  and  wind-speed 
measurements.    The  flow  visualization  observations  were  performed  by  injecting 
a  continuous  stream  of  smoke  at  various  near-surface  locations. 
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The  subsequent  motion  of  the  smoke  was  recorded,  and  prevailing  wind 
directions  were  determined.    Wind-  speed  measurements  were  made  at  20  surface 
locations  using  a  hot-wire  anemometer,  an  instrument  that  directly  relates 
rates  of  heat  transfer  hy  electronic  signals.    The  hot-wire  signals  are 
proportional  to  the  magnitude  and  steadiness  of  the  wind.    Both  the  mean  wind 
speeds  and  corresponding  turbulence  intensities  were  measured.    Thus,  high 
wind  speeds  and  gustiness  (large  variable  changes  in  wind  speeds  over  short 
changes  in  time)  could  be  detected.    Hot-wire  measurements  made  close  to  the 
surface  have  an  inherent  uncertainty  of  +  5%  of  the  true  values. 

Calibration  measurements  were  made  before  and  after  each  series  of  hot-wire 
experiments.    The  calibration  was  accomplished  by  means  of  a  Thermo- System 
Incorporated  (TSI)  Model  #1126  hot-wire  anemometer  calibrator  especially 
designed  for  low-wind  speeds.    The  calibration  is  accurate  to  +  1%.    The  flow 
above  the  model  was  adjusted  to  nearly  the  same  wind  speed  of  3.19  m/s 
(10.5  ft/sec  or  7.14  mph)  for  all  experiments.    The  ratio  of  near-surface 
speed  to  freestream  wind  speed  was  calculated  from  the  hot-wire  measurements 
and  is  presented  on  the  attached  figures. 

Experiments  were  performed  for  3  prevailing  wind  directions  (westerly, 
northwesterly,  and  southwesterly)  for  the  existing  and  proposed  settings. 
These  wind  conditions  are  the  most  common  in  San  Francisco,  and  are  therefore 
the  most  representative  for  evaluation  purposes.    All  hot-wire  measurements 
were  taken  at  the  same  series  of  surface  points  around  the  building  site  for 
all  3  wind  directions  and  the  2  building  settings. 

3.    TEST  RESULTS  AND  DISCUSSION 

The  measured  wind  speeds  are  expressed  as  normalized  percentages  of  the 
freestream  wind-tunnel  speed  where  1.0  represents  a  wind  speed  equal  to  100% 
of  the  freestream  value.    The  numerical  ratios  (called  wind  speed  ratios) 
displayed  on  the  figures  can  be  approximately  interpreted  by  using  the  scale 

presented  in  Table  C-1.    The  assessment  of  wind  impact  on  the  surrounding 
settings  is  preliminary  and  should  be  construed  only  as  an  estimate  of  the 
projected  actual  wind  environment.    The  scale  presented  in  Table  C-1  is 
subjective. 
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TABLE  C-1:    RELATIVE  INTENSITY  OF  SURFACE  WINDS 


Intensity  of  Wind  Speed 


Wind  Speed  Ratio  or  Normalized 
Percentage  of  Freestream  Speed 


Low 

Moderately  low 
Moderate 
Moderately  high 
High 

Very  high 


0.00  -  0.19 
0.20  -  0.29 
0.30  -  0.49 
0.50  -  0.69 
0.70  -  1.00 
over  1 .00 


It  should  be  noted  that  the  plotted  values  are  not  actual  wind  speeds,  but 
ratios.    Thus,  a  point  having  "very  high"  wind  speed  could  still  experience 
light  winds  on  a  near-calm  day.    Likewise,  a  point  found  to  have  "low"  wind 
speed  could  experience  relatively  high  winds  on  a  windy  day. 


(i)  Setting.    The  near  surface  wind  speeds  at  the  existing  setting  are  low  and 
moderately  low  (wind  speed  ratios  of  less  than  0.19  and  0.29, 
respectively)  at  all  measured  locations.    Other  wind  features  that 
characterize  the  wind  environment  for  the  existing  setting  are:    fa)  Winds 
west  of  Kearny  St.  on  Pine,  Bush,  and  Sutter  Sts.  are  easterly  and  they 
are  created  by  a  large  recirculating  wind  flow  that  is  formed  off  of  the 
downwind  (east  side)  of  Nob  Hill,    (b)  Moderately  low  winds  are  present  on 
Bush  St.  directly  north  of  the  existing  setting  with  a  gusty  (large 
variable  changes  in  wind  speeds  over  short  changes  in  time)  corner 
occurring  at  the  T  intersection  of  Trinity  Place  and  Bush  St.  The 
gustiness  is  characterized  by  a  change  in  wind  speed  ratios  from  0.16  to 
0.27  to  0.22  moving  from  west  to  east  along  Bush  St.  crossing  Trinity  St. 
(c)  A  large  turbulent  wake  is  created  downwind  of  the  Bank  of  America 

Headquarters  Building  which  extends  several  blocks  downwind  of  the 
building. 


West  Wind 
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(ii)  Impact  of  project.    The  proposed  project  would  create  the  following 

changes  in  the  wind  environment:  (a)  Winds  on  Post  St.  west  of  Kearny  St. 
would  become  unsteady  and  would  change  directions  from  west  to  east  to 
west,  continuously  repeating  the  cycle,    (b)  More  wind  would  be  channeled 
along  Bush  St.  directly  north  of  the  proposed  building,  creating  a  69% 
increase  in  wind  speed  ratios  from  0.16  to  0.27,  thus  increasing  the  wind 
from  low  to  moderately  low.    Also,  across  Bush  St.  at  the  proposed  Russ 
Tower,  a  88%  increase  in  wind  speed  ratios  from  0.16  to  0.30  would 
occur,    (c)  There  would  be  an  effective  25%  increase  in  wind  speed  ratios 
at  the  Bush-Montgomery  Sts.  intersection  (the  northeast  corner  would 
increase  25%  from  0.20  to  0.25,  the  northwest  corner  would  increase  19% 
from  0.27  to  0.32,  and  the  southwest  corner  would  increase  32%  from  0.22 
to  0.29).    Winds  on  Bush  St.  east  of  Montgomery  St.  would  increase  80% 
from  a  wind  speed  ratio  of  0.15  to  0.27,  thus  increasing  the  wind  from 
low  to  moderately  low.    (d)  The  gusty  corner  at  the  T  intersection  of 
Bush  St.  and  Trinity  St.  would  disappear,  although  the  wind  speed  ratio 
would  increase  from  0.27  to  0.30,  changing  from  moderately  low  to 
moderate. 

An  alternate  setting  was  not  tested. 
Northwest  Wind 

(i)    Setting.    The  near  surface  wind  speeds  at  the  existing  setting  are  low 
and  moderately  low  at  all  measured  locations.    Other  wind  features  that 
characterize  the  wind  environment  are:    (a)  The  Sutter-Montgomery  Sts. 
intersection  experiences  a  change  in  wind  speed  from  low  to  moderately 
low  from  the  northeast  corner  (wind  speed  ratio  of  0.17)  to  the  southwest 
corner  (wind  speed  ratio  of  0.29).    This  phenomenon  is  due  to  the  partial 
turning  of  the  wind  onto  Montgomery  St.  from  Sutter  St.  at  the  southwest 
corner,    (b)  There  are  low  unsteady  winds  (a  rapid  change  in  wind 
direction  over  short  changes  in  time)  occurring  on  Trinity  Place  between 
Bush  and  Sutter  Sts.    (c)  A  large  turbulent  wake  is  created  downwind  of 
the  Bank  of  America  Headquarters  Building  which  extends  several  blocks 
downwind  of  the  building. 
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(ii)  Impact  of  project.    The  proposed  project  would  create  the  following 

changes  in  the  wind  environment:    (a)  Easterly  winds  on  Bush  St.  west  of 
Kearny  St.  which  are  low  in  magnitude  would  be  present,  whereas  the 
existing  setting  has  westerly  winds  low  in  magnitude,    (b)  Northerly 
winds  on  Kearny  St.  at  the  Pine-Kearny  Sts.  intersection  would  occur  in 
low  magnitude,  whereas  the  existing  setting  has  southerly  winds  low  in 
magnitude,    (c)  An  effective  30-35%  increase  in  wind  speed  ratios  would 
occur  along  Sutter  St.  between  Montgomery  and  Kearny  Sts.,  but  would 
still  remain  low  in  magnitude,    (d)  The  unsteady  winds  on  Trinity  Place 
would  disappear.    Hence,  all  measured  winds  were  low  and  moderately  low 
with  no  substantial  changes  occurring  in  the  wind  environment  when 
compared  to  the  existing  setting. 

An  alternate  setting  was  not  tested. 

Southwest  Wind 

(i)  Setting.    The  near  surface  wind  speeds  at  the  existing  setting  are  low 
and  moderately  low  at  all  measured  locations  except:    (a)  Moderate  winds 
along  Kearny  and  Montgomery  Sts.    (b)  Moderate  winds  at  the  intersections 
of  Sutter- Montgomery  Sts.,  Sutter-Kearny  Sts.,  Bush-Montgomery  Sts.,  and 
Bush-Kearny  Sts.    There  are  moderately  low  unsteady  winds  occurring  at 
the  T  intersection  of  Trinity  St.  and  Bush  St.    The  unsteadiness  is 
characterized  by  a  change  in  wind  speed  ratios  from  0.13  to  0.26  to  0.14 
moving  from  west  to  east  along  Bush  St.  crossing  Trinity  Place.    A  large 
turbulent  wake  is  created  downwind  of  the  Bank  of  America  Headquarters 
Building  which  extends  several  blocks  downwind  of  the  building. 

(ii)  Impact  of  project.    The  proposed  project  would  create  the  following 
changes  in  the  wind  environment:    (a)  An  increased  wind  flow  along  Kearny 
St.  would  create  a  29%  increase  from  a  wind  speed  ratio  of  0.31  to  0.40 
at  the  Sutter  St.  intersection,  thus  creating  moderate  winds.  However, 
due  to  the  channeling  of  the  wind  on  Kearny  St.  (mostly  in  the  center 
portion  of  the  street)  there  would  be  a  decrease  of  12%  (from  a  wind 
speed  ratio  of  0.34  to  0.30)  on  the  sidewalk  area  of  the  Hardie  Place 
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intersection  and  a  21%  decrease  (from  a  wind  speed  ratio  of  0.33  to  0.26) 
at  the  Bush  St.  intersection,    (b)  Also,  due  to  the  channeling  of  the 
wind  on  Kearny  St.,  there  would  be  a  calm  low  wind  occurring  just  north 
of  the  proposed  project,    (c)  There  would  be  a  27%  decrease  from  a  wind 
speed  ratio  of  0.26  to  0.19  in  wind  speed  from  moderately  low  to  low  at 
the  T  intersection  of  Trinity  St.  with  Bush  St.    (d)  There  would  be 
easterly  winds  on  Bush  and  Sutter  Sts.  west  of  Kearny  St.,  whereas  the 
existing  setting  has  westerly  winds  on  these  streets. 

An  alternate  setting  was  not  tested. 
IV.    MITIGATION  MEASURES 

The  two  most  severe  undesirable  changes  in  the  wind  environment  due  to  the 
presence  of  the  proposed  building  occur  along  Bush  St.  just  north  of  the 
proposed  building  and  at  the  Bush-Montgomery  Sts.  intersection,  for  the 
westerly  wind;    and,  for  the  southwesterly  wind,  occur  along  Kearny  St.  which 
results  in  moderately  low  to  moderate  winds.    Mitigating  measures  that  should 
substantially  reduce  pedestrian  discomfort  along  both  Bush  and  Kearny  Sts. 
would  be  the  construction  of  small  structures  that  could  function  as 
windbreaks  along  the  sidewalks.    They  could  include,  but  are  not  limited  to, 
mature  street  trees,  kiosks  for  newspapers,  flower  vendors,  telephone  booths, 
or  low  (10-15  ft.  high)  streetside  planters  along  Bush  and  Kearny  Sts.  on  the 
block  of  the  proposed  building. 

An  alternate  building  design  that  would  have  more  streetside  setback  from  Bush 
St.  could  also  reduce  the  worsened  wind  environment  on  both  Bush  and  Kearny 
Sts.    An  additional  setback  of  10-15  ft.  could  substantially  lessen  pedestrian 
discomfort. 

/I/  This  section  is  based  on  a  study  entitled  "Wind  Tunnel  Studies  of  the 
333  Bush  St.  Building",  February  1982,  by  Dr.  Bruce  White,  prepared  under 
contract  for  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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FIGURE  C-1:  Location  o-f  Near  Surface 
SOURCE:  Dr.  Bruce  White  and  Position  for  Wind  -  Speed  Measurements 

Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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FIGURE  C-2:  Wind  Speed  Ratios  for 
SOURCE:  Dr.  Bruce  White  and  Westerly  Wlnds  -  Existing 

Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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FIGURE  C-3:  Wind  Speed  Ratios  for 
SOURCE:  Dr.  Bruce  White  and  Westerly  Winds  -  Proposed 

Environmental  Science  Associates,  inc. 
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FIGURE  C-4:  Near  Surface  Wind 
Directions  for  Westerly  Winds  - 
Existing 


SOURCE:  Dr.  Bruce  Whtte  and 
Environmental  Science  Associates.  Inc. 
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FIGURE  C-5:  Near  Surface  Wind 
Directions  for  Westerly  Winds  - 
Proposed 


SOURCE:  Dr.  Bruce  White  and 
Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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FIGURE  C-6:  Wind  Speed  Ratios  for 
Northwesterly  Winds  -  Existing 
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FIGURE  C-7:  Wind  Speed  Ratios  for 
SOURCE:  Dr.  Bruce  White  and  Noftiiwesterly  Winds  "  Pfoposed 

Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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FIGURE  C-8:  Near  Surface  Wind 
Directions  for  Nortiiwesteriy  Winds  - 
Existing 


SOURCE:  Dr.  Bruce  White  and 
Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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FIGURE  C-9:  Near  Surface  Wind 
Directions  for  Northwesterly  Winds  - 
Proposed 


SOURCE:  Dr.  Bruce  White  and 
Environmental  Science  Associates,  inc. 


377 


FIGURE  C-10:  Wind  Speed  Ratios  for 
SOURCE:  Dr.  Bruce  White  and  Southwesterly  Winds  -  Existing 

Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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FIGURE  C-11:  Wind  Speed  Ratios  for 
SOURCE:  Dr.  Bruce  White  and  Southwesterly  Winds  -  Proposed 

Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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FIGURE  C-12:  Near  Surface  Wind 
Directions  for  Southwesterly  Winds - 
Existing 


SOURCE:  Dr.  Bruce  White  and 
Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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FIGURE  C-13:  Near  Surface  Wind 
Directions  for  Southwesterly  Winds  - 
Proposed 


SOURCE:  Dr.  Bruce  White  and 
Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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APPENDIX  D:    EMPLOYMENT  AND  HOUSING  FACTORS 
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TABLE  D-1: 

MAJOR  OFFICE  BUILDING  CONSTRUCTION  IN  SAN 
GROSS  SQUARE  FEET 

FRANCISCO  THROUGH  1981  IN 

Year 

Total  Gross 
Sq.  Ft. 

Completed 

5-Year 
Total 

5-Year 
Annual 
Average 

Cumulative 
Total  of  All 
Office 
Buildings 

Cumulative 
Total  of  All 
Downtown 
Office 
Buildings 

Pre-1960 

(Net)(a) 

(Net)(a) 

28, 145, 000(b) 

24, 175, 000(c) 

1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 

1,183,000 
270,000 

1,413,000 

2,866,000 

573,200 

1960-1964 

(2,580,000) 

(516,000) 

30,725,000 

26,/b4,000 

1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 

1,463,000 
973,000 
1  ,453,000 
1,234,000 
3,256,000 

8,379,000 

1,675,800 

1965-1969 

(7,541,000) 

(1,508,000) 

38,266,000 

34,295,000 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 

1,853,000 

1,961,000 
2,736,000 
2,065,000 

8,615,000 

1,723,000 

1970-1974 

(7,753,000) 

(1  ,550,000) 

46,019,000 

42,048,000 

1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 

536,000 
2,429,000 
2,660,000 

2,532,000 

8,157,000 

1,631  ,400 

1975-1979 

(7,341,000) 

(1  ,468,000) 

53,360,000 

49,389,000 

1980 
1981 

1,284,000 
3,029,000 

4,313,000(d) 

2, 156, 500(d) 

I98U-  198  1 

( 3 ,88 1 ,/OU  j ( d) ( 1 ,940  ,850 ) ( d )b /  ,24  I , /OO 

53,2/0,700 

(Please  see 

next  page  for  footnotes) 
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TABLE  D-1:        MAJOR  OFFICE  BUILDING  CONSTRUCTION  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO  THROUGH  1982 
IN  GROSS  SQUARE  FEET  (Continued) 


(a)  Net  equals  90%  of  gross.    Net  new  space  is  added  at  an  increase  factor  of 
90%,  since  it  is  assumed  that  space  equal  to  10%  of  a  new  building  is 
demolished  to  make  land  available  for  the  new  replacement  building. 

(b)  Source:  San  Francisco  Downtown  Zoning  Study,  Working  Paper  No.  1, 
January  1966,  Appendix  Table  1,  Part  1.    For  pre-1965,  data  include  the 
area  bounded  by  Vallejo,  Franklin,  Central  Skyway,  Bryant  and 
Embarcadero.    Also  includes  one-third  of  retail-office  mixed  use.  For 
post-1964,  data  include  the  entire  city. 

(c)  Gross  Floor  Space  for  downtown  offices  are  included  for  the  following 
functional  areas:    Financial,  Retail,  Hotel,  Jackson  Square,  Golden 
Gateway,  Civic  Center,  South  of  Market,  and  Outer  Market  Street  as  defined 
in  the  cited  January  1966  report.    For  post-1964,  the  entire  area  east  of 
Franklin  Street  is  included. 

(d)  Two-year  total  and  average. 


SOURCE:    Department  of  City  Planning,  August  1,  1982 
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TABLE  D-3:    EXISTING  USES  AND  EMPLOYMENT  ON  PROJECT  SITE 


ADDRESS 


TENANT 


USE 


EMPLOYEES 


315  Bush  St. 
321  Bush  St.  * 


323-329  Bush  St, 
333  Bush  St. 
351  Bush  St. 
365  Bush  St. 

25  Trinity  St. 


Metropol 
Real  Estate 
Financial 
Miscel laneous 
Computer 

Printing  &  Graphics 

Attorney 

Vacant 

Salmagundi 

Financial  Center  Garage 

Northern  Counties 
Insurance  Co. 

Trinity  Place 


Restaurant 

Office 

Office 


25 
6 
14 


Office  &  Commercial  9 


Office 

Office 

Office 

Commercial 

Restaurant 

Parking 

Office 

Restaurant 
TOTAL 


10 
5 
7 

0 
10 

n 

16 

25 


138 


*  321  Bush  tenants  in  each  category  are  as  follows: 


Real  Estate: 
Fi  nancial : 
Miscel laneous: 

Computer: 


Associated  Real  Estate  Services 

Dean  Witter;  Security  Trust  Co.;  Peal  Financial  Corp. 

Elegant  Nails  by  Carol,  Windco  Inc.;  North  American  Slide 
Safety;  Highland  West  Inc.;  S.A.  Khepra;  Vincent  Yeh  and 
Co.;  Services  Inc. 

International  Computer  Technology;  Word  Processing; 
Systems  Programming  Ltd. 


Printing/Graphics:  Annex  Black  and  White  Typesetting;  The  Graphics  People. 
Attorneys:  Roger  S.  Gross;  Lawrence  J.  Koncz;  L.Von  Schottenstein. 


SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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TABLE  D-4:    HOUSING  AFFORDABILITY  BY  HOUSEHOLD  INCOME 


Gross  Maximum 

Annual  Income  Affordable           Housing  Cost  and  Type  of  Unit 

Per  Household  Monthly 

or  Housing  Monthly 

Per  Individual  Expenditure*    Cost**       Type  of  Unit  (Price)  Source 

$5,000  $125 

8,300  (a)  208 

10,000  250 

10,680  267           $267  -   Census  Medfan  Rent  (ell 

11.560  289            289  -   Studio  Apartments  (fl) 

15,000  375 

18.200  455             455  -   Median  Rent.  All  Units  (f2) 

20,000  500 

23.520  588             588  -   Rent,  3+  Bedroom  Units  (f3) 

25,000  (b)  625 

27,300  (c)  683 

30,000  (b)  750 

35.000  875 

40,000  1,000 

40,880  1,022          1.022-   Lowest  House  Price    ($95,000)  (gl) 

45.000  1,125          1.125-   Census  Median  Value  (104,600)  (e2) 

50,000  1,250 

52,560  (d)  1,314 

55,000  1  ,375 

65,080  1,627           1,627-   Median  House  Price    (151,203)  (g2) 
\ 

101,880  2.547          2,547  -    Highest  House  Price  (236.750)  (g3) 
\ 

300,000  (d)  7,500 


See  following  page  for  references. 
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TABLE  D-4:      HOUSING  AFFORDABILITY  BY  HOUSEHOLD  INCOME  (continued) 


*     The  Office/Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP)  Inter im  Guidel ines  (January,  1982) 
define  affordable  housing  as  follows: 

rental  expenses  not  exceeding  30%  of  gross  monthly  income,  adjusted  for  family 
size;  and  home  ownership  expenses  not  exceeding  38%  of  gross  monthly  income, 
adjusted  for  family  size,  including  mortgage  payments,  property  taxes, 
insurance,  and/or  homeownersh ip  association  dues. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  table,  30%  of  gross  monthly  income  is  used  to  calculate 
housing  affordabil i ty  for  both  renters  and  owners.    For  owners  it  is  assumed 
that  8%  of  gross  monthly  income  would  cover  property  taxes,  insurance,  and/or 
homeownersh ip  association  dues  and  other  related  expenses.    No  adjustment  has 
been  made  for  family  size  because  family  circumstances  vary  widely. 

Monthly  housing  costs  refer  to  rents  and  mortgage  payments  for  the  housing 
prices  shown  in  parentheses;  sources  of  rents  and  house  prices  are  as 
footnoted.    Monthly  costs  of  ownership  housing  were  calculated  as  monthly 
mortgage  expenses  assuming  20%  down  payment,  30-year  mortgage,  and  16%  interest 
rate,  not  including  insurance,  property  taxes,  and  other  related  housing  costs. 

a.  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  March,  1981,  "Area  wage  survey  for  the 

San  Francisco-Oakland,  California  Metropolitan  Area."  $8,300  was  the  mean  1980 
income  of  inexperienced  file  clerks,  one  of  the  lowest-paid  office  occupations 
1 isted. 

b.  The  range  of  $25,000  to  $30,000  is  assumed  to  approximate  the  median  annual 
income  of  project  employees.    See  discussion  of  "Income,"  pp.  41-42,  466  Bush 
Street  Final  EIR,  Certified  August  26,  1982. 

c.  The  $27,300  income  figure  was  derived  by  inflating  the  $16,300  median  income  of 
downtown  office  workers  from  the  1974  SPUR  survey  through  December,  1981  by  67% 
using  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  national  wage  information  for 
nonsupervisory  finance,  insurance,  and  real  estate  sector  employees  since  1974. 

d.  Montgomery- Washington  Building  FEIR,  81.104E,  certified  January  28,  1982.  The 
median  salary  of  wage  earners  at  601  Montgomery  St.  was  estimated  to  be  $52,560 
and  the  highest  salary  for  corporate  officers  $300,000,  based  on  a  1981  survey. 

e.  City  Planning  and  Information  Services,  "1980  Census  Information,"  March  1982: 
1.  median  rent     2.  median  noncondominium  housing  value 

Rental  data  include  residential  hotels  whose  rent  levels  may  be  substantially 
lower  than  other  types  of  rental  dwellings  and  may  therefore  have  an  effect  on 
the  median  rent. 

f.  Department  of  City  Planning,  "Rent  Survey,"  1980.    Median  rents  are  for: 
1.  studio  apartments  2.  all  units  3.  3+  bedrooms 

These  data  are  based  on  a  small  nonrandom  sample  of  newspaper  ads  and  may  not 
reflect  true  rental  costs. 

g.  San  Francisco  Board  of  Realtors,  "Multiple  Sales  Service,"  October  5,  1981. 
(Annual  data  on  housing  sales  prices  including  all  homes  sold  from  February  11, 
1981  to  October  1,  1981): 

1.  lowest  price  2.  median  price         3.  highest  price 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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*  Demand  due  to  citywide  employment  growth  need  also  be  considered  here. 


FIGURE  D-1: 

Housing  Demand  and  Affordability 
Model  for  New,  High-Rise 

SOURCE:  Questor  Associates,  June  1982  Office  Building 


FIGURE  D-2: 
Individual  Household 

SOURCE:  Questor  Associates,  June  1982  Affordabillty  Model 
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APPENDIX  E:    TRANSPORTATION,  CIRCULATION  AND  PARKING 


CUMULATIVE  DEVELOPMENT  TRAVEL  DEMAND 

Travel  demand  from  the  16.1  million  gross  square  feet  of  net  new  cumulative 
office  development  and  535,000  gross  square  feet  of  net  new  cumulative  retail 
development  in  downtown  San  Francisco  has  been  estimated  using  a  land-use 
approach  for  trip  generation.    Future  travel  into  the  downtown  has  been 
assumed  to  be  a  result  of  construction  and  occupancy  of  downtown  office  and 
retail  space.    The  Office  of  Environmental  Review  of  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  has  identified  office  projects  in  the  greater  downtown  area  as  being 
under  formal  review,  approved  or  under  construction.    Table  E-1  shows  the  list 
of  projects  separated  by  review  status  and  includes  Assessor's  Block  number 
and  City  case  number  for  each  project.    Table  E-2  contains  the  total  gross 
square  feet  of  office  and  retail  space  for  each  review  status  category.  The 
information  contained  in  these  tables  represents  the  best  data  available  from 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  at  the  time  of  preparation  of  this  document. 

The  list  of  projects  shown  in  Table  E-1  and  the  development  totals  shown  in 
Table  E-2  include  all  office  projects  in  the  greater  downtown  area  and  the 
south  of  Market  area  that  are  under  construction  or  have  been  approved,  and 
all  projects  for  which  a  Preliminary  Draft  EIR  has  been  submitted  to  the  City 
for  review  or  for  which  plans  are  well  defined,  and  all  office  projects  in 
redevelopment  areas  that  are  under  construction  or  for  which  Land  Disposition 
Agreements  have  been  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission.    Projects  that  were  not  definitive  and/or  appear  to  be  inactive  or 
withdrawn  by  the  project  sponsor  were  not  included  in  the  cumulative  analyses. 

Hotel  projects  have  not  been  included  in  the  cumulative  analyses  because  hotel 
uses  have  different  peaking  characteristics  from  office  buildings  and 
generally  do  not  significantly  affect  peak-hour  traffic  or  transit. 
Residential  projects  have  not  been  included  because  residential  travel  in  the 
downtown  is  generally  in  the  contra-commute  direction  during  peak-hours  and 
because  the  office  trip  generation  rate  and  modal  split  distribution  are 
predicated  on  the  assumption  that  housing  would  be  available  in  the  City. 
Thus  inclusion  of  residential  projects  would  be  double  counting  of  project 
generated  travel . 
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TABLE  E-1:        CUMULATIVE  OFFICE  DEVELOPMENT  IN  DOWNTOWN  SAN  FRANCISCO  AS  OF 
AUGUST  6,  1982 


Projects  under  Formal  Review  8/6/82 

Assessor's  Block  Case  No.  Project  Name 


Approved 


58 

82.234ED 

Roundhouse 

112 

81 .258 

Ice  House  Conversion  (C) 

136 

81.245 

955  Front  at  Green 

176 

81.673 

Columbus/Pacific  Savoy 

228 

81 .610ED 

569  Sacramento  (C) 

240 

81 .705ED 

580  Cal ifornia/Kearny 

2265 

81 .195ED 

388  Market  at  Pine 

269 

81.132ED 

Russ  Tower  Addition 

270 

81.175ED 

466  Bush 

288 

81 .461ED 

333  Bush  (Campeau) 

288 

81 .687ED 

222  Kearny/Sutter 

669 

81  .667ED 

1361  Bush  (C) 

716 

81 .581ED 

Polk/O'Farrell 

3702 

81.549ED 

1145  Market 

3703 

81 .494ED 

1041-49  Market 

3707 

81.492ED 

90  New  Montgomery 

3707 

81  .245C 

New  Montgomery  PI . 

3708 

81 .493ED 

71  Stevenson 

3733 

82.29E 

832  Folsom 

3760 

81.386 

401  6th 

3776 

81.59 

Welsh  Commons 

3778 

81  .630ED 

548  5th/Brannan 

3781 

82.99E 

Greyhound  Bus  Terminal 

3786 

82.33E 

655  5th/Townsend 

3789 

82.31EV 

615  2nd/Brannan  (C) 

9900 

81.63 

Ferry  Building  Rehab 

9900 

Pier  One  Development 

9900 

Agriculture  Building 

Projects  8/6/82 

106 

81 .415ED 

1299  Sansome 

161 

80.191 

Mirawa  Center 

(continued  on  next  page) 


392 


XII.  Appendices 


Approved  Projects  8/6/82  (continued) 
Assessor's  Block  Case  No. 


164 

81.631D 

164 

81  .573D 

166 

CU81 .7 

166 

80.15 

206 

81 .1650 

227 

80.296 

261 

81.249ECQ 

262 

81.206D 

267 

81.241D 

268 

81 .4220 

271 

81.517 

271 

294 

82.870 

311 

82.1200 

351 

DR79.24 

3512 

82.14 

3518 

81  .483V 

3705 

80.315 

3709 

81.113ED 

3715 

82.16EC 

3717 

80.349 

3717 

82.820 

3722 

81  .548DE 

3722 

81.417ED 

3724 

81.102E 

3729 

82.860 

3733 

81.2 

3735 

80.106 

3738 

DR80.5 

3741 

82.2030 

3749 

81.18 

3751 

77.220 

3752 

77.220 

3763 

81  .287V 

0  /  DO 

O  1  .OO  1 

3775 

81.147V 

3776 

81.693EV 

3788 

81  .296Z 

3787 

81.306 

3789 

81  .552EV 

3794 

81.569EV 

3803 

81  .2440 

under  Construction  8/6/82 

163 

81.1 

164 

81.2510 

167 

196 

196 

CU79.49 

208 

81.104EDC 

(continued  on  the  next  page) 


Project  Name 

847  Sansome 
50  Osgood  Place 
222  Pacific  (C) 
750  Battery 

401  Washington  at  Battery 
Bank  of  Canton 
333  California 
130  Battery 
160  Sansome 

250  Montgomery  at  Pine 
453  Grant 
582  Bush 

44  Campton  Place 
S.F.  Federal 

Mardikian/1 170-1 172  Market 
Van  Ness  Plaza 
291  10th  St. 

Pacific  III  Apparel  Mart 
Central  Plaza 
121  Steuart 

Spear/Main  (160  Spear) 
135  Main 

466  Clementina  (C) 
144  Second  at  Minna 
Holland  Ct.  (C) 
774  Tehama 
868  Folsom 
95  Hawthorne  (C) 
315  Howard 
201  Spear 

Marathon  -  2nd  &  Folsom 
National  Maritime  Union 
Office  Bldg.  (YBC  SB-1) 
490  2nd  at  Bryant  (C) 
480  2nd  at  Stillman  (C) 
338-340  Brannan  (C) 
539  Bryant/Zoe 
690  2nd/Townsend  (C) 
252  Townsend  at  Lusk 
625  2nd/Townsend  (C) 
123  Townsend 
China  Basin  Expansion 


901  Montgomery 
936  Montgomery-(disco) 
Golden  Gateway  III 
736  Montgomery 
Pacific  Lumber  Co. 
Wash  ington/Montgomery 
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Projects  under  Construction     8/6/82  (continued) 


Assessor's  Block 

Case  No. 

Project  Name 

237 

DR80  .6 

ooo  oacramen to  ^  uauri ; 

239 

DR80 . 1 

456  Montgomery 

240 

DR80 . 16 

550  Kearny 

263 

CU79 . 12 

10  1  Califorma 

287 

81 .550D 

Sloane  Building  (C) 

o  o  n 

288 

Dk80  .24 

101  Montgomery 

o  o  r\ 

289 

8  1 .308D 

One  Sansome 

eye 

nD7Q  T3 

UK/ y .  to 

LrocKer  iNationai  oanK 

J  12 

7  n   O  7  A 

ou  branx 

JD  1 

7Q    T3  "3 

/y .  loo 

u . IN .  r  1  aza 

uper a  r  1  ClZ d 

O  1  ,C0 

1  Idd  narket/otn 

"3  7no 

c5U  .04 

<io  uessie/cCKer  oquare 

0  /uy 

on  "3 C 
oU  .oD 

Five  Fremont  Center 

3712 

79.11 

Federal  Reserve  Bank 

0/  lb 

14  1  bteuart 

3717 

79.236 

101  Mission  at  Spear 

3717 

150  Spear 

3718 

79.12 

Pacific  Gateway 

3724 

Verba  Buena  West 

3735 

Convention  Plaza 

*  (C)  -  Conversion  (generally  industrial  and/or  warehouse  to  office) 
SOURCE:    Department  of  City  Planning. 
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TABLE  E-2:      GROSS  SQUARE  FEET  OF  CUMULATIVE  OFFICE  AND  RETAIL  DEVELOPMENT*  IN 
DOWNTOWN  SAN  FRANCISCO  AS  OF  AUGUST  6,  1982 


Office  (Gross  Sq.  Ft.)       Retail  (Gross  Sq.  Ft. ) 


Status  of  Project 

Total  New 
Constr. 

Net  New 
Constr. 

Total  New 
Constr. 

Net  New 
Constr. 

Under  Formal  Review 

4,220,970 

3,801  ,570 

310,650 

249,150 

Approved 

5,428,350 

4,862,600 

187,850 

150,310 

Under  Construction 

7,753,050 

7,427,350 

260,250 

136,050 

GRAND  TOTALS 

17,402,370 

16,091  ,520 

758,750 

535,510 

*  Includes  all  office  projects  in  the  greater  downtown  area  and  the  south  of 
Market  area  for  which  a  Preliminary  Draft  EIR  has  been  submitted  to  the  City 
for  review  or  for  which  plans  are  well  defined  and  all  office  projects  in 
redevelopment  areas  that  are  under  construction  or  for  which  Land  Disposition 
Agreements  have  been  approved.    It  does  not  include  projects  in  Rincon  Point  - 
South  Beach  or  Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Areas  for  which  no  Land 
Disposition  Agreements  have  been  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission,  as  it  is  not  possible  to  know  what  development  will  be 
approved  in  these  areas.    It  does  not  include  Mission  Bay  as  no  formal 
proposal  has  been  submitted  to  the  City. 

SOURCE:    Department  of  City  Planning. 


Two  redevelopment  areas  (Verba  Buena  Center  and  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach) 
and  one  private  development  (Mission  Bay)  are  located  in  or  near  the  greater 
downtown  area..  In  the  redevelopment  areas  the  majority  of  building  sites  do 
not  yet  have  Land  Disposition  Agreements  (LDA)  approved.    Until  such  time  as 
specific  LDA's  are  approved,  no  estimate  of  travel  demand  can  be  made  (thus, 
parcels  for  which  no  LDA  exists  have  not  been  included  in  the  cumulative 
analyses).    Development  in  the  Verba  Buena  Center  (VBC)  Redevelopment  Area 
will  be  in  accordance  with  the  VBC  Redevelopment  Plan,  as  amended.  Possible 
land  uses  that  would  be  in  accordance  with  the  Verba  Buena  Center 
Redevelopment  Area  Plan  include  commercial  entertainment,  convention  facility 
(in  place),  cultural,  downtown  support  service,  exhibit/ballroom  space,  hotel 
rooms,  institutional,  light  industry,  market-rate  dwelling  units,  subsidized 
dwelling  units,  office,  park  or  plaza,  pedestrian  concourse,  parking  and, 
retail. /I/    Possible  land  uses  in  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment 
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Area  include  hotel,  housing,  office,  open  space,  public  parking,  retail  and, 
warehouse  uses./2/    Mission  Bay  has  not  been  included  in  the  cumulative 
analyses  as  no  Preliminary  Draft  EIR  has  been  submitted  to  the  City  and  it  is 
uncertain  what  formal  proposal  may  be  made.    Existing  office  and  retail  space 
that  would  be  replaced  by  new  buildings  was  subtracted  from  the  proposed  new 
construction  to  better  approximate  the  impacts  the  new  buildings  would  have  on 
transportation  facilities.    As  shown  in  Table  E-2,  net  new  office  and  retail 
space  is  less  than  total  new  construction  as  a  result  of  subtracting  out 
existing  office  and  retail  space  on  sites  proposed  for  new  buildings.  "Net 
new"  space  is  used  to  refer  to  the  amount  of  new  construction  in  excess  of 
existing  space  on  each  site  in  terms  of  gross  square  feet  of  floor  space.  It 
does  not  refer  to  net  leasable  or  net  rentable  floor  space). 


Estimates  of  future  travel  have  been  made  using  trip  generation  rates  of  17.5 
person  trip  ends  (one  way  trips)  per  1,000  net  leasable  square  feet  of  net  new 
office  space  and  100  person  trip  ends  (pte)  per  1,000  gross  square  feet  of  net 
new  retail  space. /3/    Gross  square  feet  of  office  space  was  converted  to  net 
leasable  square  feet  by  assuming  an  efficiency  factor  of  80%.    The  retail 
space  has  been  assumed  to  be  primarily  "ground-floor  retail"  which  would  serve 
the  office  building  users.    Based  upon  survey  data  collected  at  the 
Embarcadero  Center,  approximately  45%  of  the  travel  generated  by  "ground-floor 
retail"  uses  has  been  assumed  to  be  oriented  to  the  office  uses  on-site  and  is 
already  included  in  the  office  trip  generation  rate.    Thus,  55%  of  the  retail 
trip  generation  has  been  assumed  to  be  "new"  to  each  site./4/ 

P.M.  peak-hour  travel  from  the  cumulative  development  was  assigned  to  modes  of 
travel  based  upon  the  regional  distribution  and  modal  split  shown  in 
Table  E-3.    During  the  p.m.  peak  hour  about  20%  of  the  office  travel  and  10% 
of  the  retail  travel  was  assumed  to  occur.    Of  the  office  travel  approximately 
90%  [during  peak-hours]  was  assumed  to  be  work-related  and  10%  was  assumed  to 
be  other  travel.    On  a  daily  basis,  office  travel  was  assumed  to  be  57% 
work-related  and  43%  other  travel. 75/ 

To  calculate  vehicle  trip  ends,  average  automobile  occupancies  were  assumed 
for  each  regional  area  based  upon  available  data.    Currently,  commute  travel 
to  the  East  Bay  is  about  1.8  persons  per  vehicle;  the  north  Bay  is  about  1.5 
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persons  per  vehicle;  and  to  the  southern  Peninsula  is  about  1.2  persons  per 
vehicle. /6/  San  Francisco  auto  occupancy  was  assumed  to  be  1.4  persons  per 
vehicle./?/ 

A  basic  assumption  in  all  of  the  transportation  analyses  is  that  existing 
regional  distributions  and  modal  splits  would  continue  into  the  future 
unchanged.    Thus,  the  implicit  assumption  has  been  made  that  about  40%  of  the 
future  employees  would  live  in  San  Francisco.    If  housing  is  not  available  in 
the  City  then  a  greater  impact  than  noted  would  result  on  the  commute 
corridors  into  the  City  from  the  North  Bay,  East  Bay  and  Southern  Peninsula. 
If  housing  is  not  available  in  the  City,  however,  the  impact  on  the  MUNI  would 
be  less  than  noted  because  City  residents  are  the  majority  of  Muni  users. 

The  availability  of  short-term  parking  was  estimated  in  an  area  within  1000 
feet  of  the  project  (which  was  assumed  to  represent  a  5  minute  walking  time). 
Projects  proposed  and  under  construction  that  would  generate  short-term 
parking  demand  within  the  1000  ft.  radius  area  were  identified  and  the 
short-term  parking  demand  was  summed  to  give  a  projection  of  short-term 
demand.    Long-term  parking  demand  was  based  upon  the  number  of  expected 
work-related  auto  trips  into  the  downtown.    Parking  supply  was  estimated  over 
the  greater  downtown  and  South  of  Market  area  as  travel  time  from  parking 
space  to  final  destination  was  no  longer  assumed  to  be  the  primary  determinant 
for  parking  selection. 

Vehicle  travel  and  parking  demand  have  been  based  upon  demand  projections  and 
are  unconstrained  by  the  ability  of  the  freeway  and  bridge  system  to  carry  the 
additional  demand.    Freeway  and  bridge  capacity  into  downtown  is  essentially 
fixed  at  existing  levels  as  major  construction  would  be  required  to  add  new 
capacity.    Current  levels  of  vehicle  traffic  on  the  freeway  and  bridge  system 
are  at  or  near  capacity.    Thus,  if  the  projection  of  person  trip  ends  in  autos 
is  assumed  to  be  correct,  the  levels  of  vehicle  occupancy  would  have  to 
increase  in  the  future  as  the  freeway  and  bridge  system  could  not  handle  the 
increase  in  single-occupant  autos.    If  vehicle  occupancy  were  to  increase, 
vehicle  trip  ends  and  subsequent  parking  demand  would  be  less  than  projected. 
Alternately,  the  peak  hours  level  of  demand  could  spread  into  hours  adjacent 
to  the  peak  hour  (as  is  currently  happening).    However,  there  is  a  finite 
limit  as  to  how  far  the  peak  can  spread  over  time  and  still  allow  business  to 
function. 
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Transit  demand  has  been  projected  based  upon  existing  travel  patterns  and  is 
not  dependent  upon  the  availability  of  transit  capacity.    Two  levels  of 
operations  (load  factor)  calculations  have  been  made.    One  load  factor  has 
been  calculated  based  upon  existing  capacity  and  is  intended  to  represent 
conditions  that  would  result  if  n_o  improvements  are  made  to  the  transit 
system.    The  second  load  factor  is  calculated  based  upon  forecast  capacity  (as 
defined  in  each  agency's  five-year  plan)  and  is  intended  to  portray  conditions 
that  would  result  if  planned,  scheduled  improvements  are  made.    Table  E-4 
shows  the  existing  transit  conditions  and  Table  E-5  shows  the  Muni 
line-by-line  analysis. 


INTERSECTION  ANALYSIS 


The  capacity  analysis  of  each  intersection  at  which  a  turning  movement  count 
was  made  utilized  the  "critical  lane"  method.    This  method  of  capacity 
calculation  is  a  summation  of  maximum  conflicting  approach  lane  volumes  that 
gives  the  capacity  of  an  intersection  in  vehicles  per  hour  per  lane.  (This 
method  is  explained  in  detail  in  an  article  entitled  "Intersection  Capacity 
Measurement  Through  Critical  Movement  Summations:    A  Planning  Tool,"  by  Henry 
B.  Mclnerney  and  Stephen  G.  Peterson,  January  1971,  Traffic  Engineering.  This 
method  is  also  explained  in  "Interim  Materials  on  Highway  Capacity", 
Transportation  Research  Circular  No.  212,  Transportation  Research  Board, 
January  1980).    The  maximum  service  volume  for  Level  of  Service  E  was  assumed 
as  intersection  capacity.    A  service  volume  is  the  maximum  number  of  vehicles 
that  can  pass  an  intersection  during  a  specified  time  period  in  which 
operating  conditions  are  maintained  corresponding  to  the  selected  and 
specified  Level  of  Service  (see  Table  E-6).    For  each  intersection  analyzed, 
the  existing  peak-hour  volume  was  computed  and  a  volume-to-capacity  (v/c) 
ratio  was  calculated  by  dividing  the  existing  volume  by  the  capacity  at  Level 
of  Service  E.    Table  E-7  shows  the  lane  capacities  used  in  this  analysis. 
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TABLE  E-4:    EXISTING  PEAK  HOUR  TRANSIT  RIDERSHIPS  AND  CAPACITIES  (Selected 
Routes;*  Peak  Direction  Only) 


Riders 

Vehicles 

Muni 

N/A 

BART: 

TransBay 

13,600 

140** 

Westbay 

6,445 

97** 

A-C  Transit 

9,850 

214 

SamTrans 

1700 

37 

So.  Pacific  RR 

5,180 

9 

Golden  Gate  Transit 

Motor  Coach 

4,510 

117 

Ferry 

800 

3 

Capacity+ 

Load 

Factor 

Peak 

Seated 

Total 

Seated 

Total 

p.m. 

10,085 

15,130 

1.35 

0.90 

p.m. 

6,985 

10,480 

0.92 

0.61 

p.m. 

10,695 

13,360 

0.89 

0.72 

p.m. 

1740 

2,180 

0.98 

0.78 

a.m. 

6,590 

6,590 

0.78 

0.78 

a.m. 

5,700 

6,870 

0.79 

0.66 

a.m. 

1,410 

2,075 

0.57 

0.39 

a.m. 

*     Muni:    See  Table  E-5 

SamTrans:    Lines  7F,  7B,  5M,  7R,  IC,  25,  lOT,  lOL,  7A,  71,  220. 

A-C  Transit:    Lines  A,B,BX,C,CH/CB,E,EX,F,FSG/FX,G,H,K,KH,L,LX,N,NX,0,OX, 

R/RH,RD/RF/RCV,S,SW,V,W,Y. 

**    BART  data  is  on  a  per  car  basis.    Sixteen  trains  operate  in  the  peak 
hour.    Eastbound:    7    Concord    trains  (average  10  cars  per  train);  5 
Fremont  trains  (average  10  cars  per    train);    and   4    Richmond  trains 
(average  5  cars  per  train).  Westbound:  12  trains. 

***  Capacity  has  been  calculated  based  on  the  following  per-vehicle  capacities: 


Recommended  Maximum 
(Total  Seated  and 
Seated  Passengers     Standing  Passengers) 


MUNI:  Motor  Coach  (average) 

45 

68 

Trol ley  Coach 

50 

75 

LRV 

68 

150 

BART 

72 

108 

A-C  Transit  (Average) 

48 

60 

SamTrans 

47 

59 

CalTrans  Peninsula  Train 

100/150 

100/150 

Golden  Gate  Transit  Motor  Coach 

45 

55 

Sausal ito  Ferry 

400 

575 

Larkspur  Ferry 

510 

750 

400 
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TABLE  E-4:    EXISTING  PEAK  HOUR  TRANSIT  RIDERSHIPS  AND  CAPACITIES  (Selected 
Routes;*  Peak  Direction  Only)  (continued) 

Publicly  available  data  was  supplied  by  the  agencies  and  personnel  indicated 
below. 


AGENCY 


BART 


DATA 


Data  Acquisition 
System 

Representative  P.M.  Peak 
Load  Factors  for 
March  1982 


PERSONNEL 

W.  Belding 
Sr.  Economic 
Analyst 


DATE 


June  9,  1982 


A-C  Transit 


Schedule  Checks  on 
Various  Weekdays  in 
1982 


Kay  More, 
AC  Transit 


June  15,  1982 


SamTrans 


Ridership  Analysis 
Service  into  San 
Francisco 
February  1982 


G.  Kipp 
Sam  Trans 


June  14,  1982 


CalTrans 


CalTrain  Ridership  Report  Elmer  Hall 
March  23,  1982 


June  14,  1982 


Golden  Gate 
Transit 


Monthly  Reports 
June  1982 


A.  Zahradnik       July  1,  1982 

Transportation 

Planner 
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T/iBLE  E-5:  •   EXISTING  AND  PROJECTED  MUNI  LOAD  FACTORS* 
(PM  PEAK  HOUR  --  PEAK  DIRECTION) 


RIDERSHIP  LOAD  FACTORS 


Future  Future  Future  Future 

Line    Ex isting  w/o  project  project  w/project    Ex istlng  w/o  project  w/ project  project 

PM  PEAK  HOUR  OUTBOUND  MUNI  ANALYSIS  FOR  333  BUSH  (CAMPEAU) 
TOTAL  PROJECT  RIDERS  =  155. 


1 

1453 . 

1944 . 

IX 

640 . 

866 . 

2 

474 . 

660. 

3 

520*. 

698. 

4 

467. 

627  . 

5 

931. 

1491. 

6 

544. 

827. 

7 

407. 

619. 

8 

657. 

999. 

9 

468. 

711, 

11 

184. 

279, 

12 

451. 

685, 

14 

1038. 

578, 

14GL 

205. 

311. 

14X 

344. 

482. 

15 

632. 

919. 

17X 

162. 

217, 

21 

643. 

977. 

27 

145. 

203, 

30 

1415, 

1930, 

30X 

435. 

586. 

31 

657. 

933, 

31X 

413. 

559, 

38 

1963. 

2722. 

38AX 

453. 

613, 

38BX 

272. 

368. 

4  lie 

119. 

165. 

41MC 

184. 

256, 

42 

393. 

591, 

45 

561. 

752. 

66L 

555. 

736, 

71 

447. 

679. 

SOX 

416. 

583. 

J 

909. 

1382. 

KLMN 

5725  . 

8700. 

23 , 

1967 , 

0 .93 

10 . 

876 . 

1,11 

l\ 

667 , 

1 ,10 

8. 

706. 

1.08 

7. 

634, 

1,08 

15. 

1506, 

0.94 

8, 

835. 

0,84 

6, 

625. 

0,77 

10, 

1009, 

0,74 

7, 

718, 

0,89 

3, 

282, 

0,64 

7. 

692, 

0,85 

16, 

1594, 

0,92 

3. 

314. 

0,71 

5, 

487, 

0.68 

10, 

929. 

0.88 

3, 

220. 

0.64 

10, 

987. 

0.85 

2. 

205, 

0,58 

22, 

1952, 

0,92 

7, 

593, 

0,86 

10, 

943, 

1,07 

6. 

565. 

0,96 

31, 

2753. 

1,01 

7, 

620, 

1,26 

4. 

372, 

0,96 

2. 

167, 

0,41 

3, 

259. 

0,43 

6. 

597, 

0,99 

9, 

761, 

0,90 

9. 

745, 

0.77 

7, 

686. 

1.10 

6, 

589. 

0.83 

14. 

1396  . 

0,84 

89. 

8789, 

0,96 

1 ,25 

1 ,26 

0 ,02 

1 .50 

1 ,52 

0  ,02 

1,53 

1  .'54 

0.'02 

1,45 

1,47 

0.02 

1,45 

1,47 

0,02 

1.43 

1,44 

0.02 

1.28 

1,29 

0,02 

1,17 

1,18 

0,02 

1.13 

1,14 

0,02 

1,35 

1,36 

0,02 

0,97 

0,98 

0,01 

1,30 

1,31 

0.02 

1,40 

1,41 

0,02 

1.08 

1.09 

0,02 

0,96 

0.97 

0,02 

1.28 

1,29 

0,02 

0,86 

0,87 

0.01 

1,29 

1,31 

0.02 

0,80 

0,81 

0.01 

1.26 

1,27 

0.02 

1,16 

1,18 

0,02 

1,52 

1,54 

0,02 

1,29 

1,31 

0,02 

1.40 

1,42 

0,02 

1,70 

1.72 

0,02 

1,30 

1,32 

0,02 

0,57 

0.58 

0,01 

0,59 

0,60 

0,01 

1,49 

1,51 

0.02 

1,21 

1.22 

0,02 

1.02 

1,03 

0.02 

1,66 

1,68 

0.02 

1,16 

1.17 

0.02 

1.27 

1.28 

0.02 

1.45 

1.47 

0.02 

♦The  load  factor  is  the  ratio  of  ridership  to  existing  capacity,  where  capacity  is 
calculated  from  the  recommended  maximum  loading  of  the  transit  vehicles  which  is' 
150%  of  seated  capacity.    As  estimates  of  load  factors,  these  should  be  regarded 
as  approximate.    Muni  cordon  points,  where  the  ridership  and  capacity  counts  were 
made,  do  not  necessarily  correspond  precisely  to  the  point  of  maximum  loading  on 
each  line.    The  future  load  factors  have  been  calculated  using  existing  capacity 
©  and  do  not  include  any  proposed  capacity  increases.    Ridership  is  the  average  of 
the  three  most  recent  schedule  checks  for  each  route  for  the  months  of 
August  1982,  as  compiled  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

SOURCE:    Department  of  City  Planning;  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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TABLE  E-6: 

VEHICULAR  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE 

Level  of 

Volume/Capacity* 

Service 

Description 

v/c  Ratio 

A    Level  of  Service  A  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  0.60 
an  intersection  appears  quite  open  and  turning  movements  are  made 
easily.    Little  or  no  delay  is  experienced.    No  vehicles  wait 
longer  than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.    The  traffic 
operation  can  generally  be  described  as  excellent. 


B    Level  of  Service  B  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an  0.61- 
intersection  is  occasionally  fully  utilized  and  some  delays  may  0.70 
be  encountered.    Many  drivers  begin  to  feel  somewhat  restricted 
within  groups  of  vehicles.    The  traffic  operation  can  be  generaly 
described  as  very, good. 

C    Level  of  Service  C  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an  0.71- 
intersection  is  often  fully  utilized  and  back-ups  may  occur  behind  0.80 
turning  vehicles.    Most  drivers  feel  somewhat  restricted,  but  not 
objectionably  so.    The  driver  occasionally  may  have  to  wait  more 
than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.    The  traffic  operation 
can  generally  be  described  as  good. 

D.  Level  of  Service  D  describes  a  condition  of  increasing  restiction  0.81- 
causing  substantial  delays  and  queues  of  vehicles  on  approaches  0.90 
to  the  intersection  during  short  times  within  the  peak  period. 
However,  there  are  enough  signal  cycles  with  lower  demand  such 
that  queues  are  periodically  cleared,  thus  preventing  excessive 
back-ups.    The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described  as 
fair. 

E    Capacity  occurs  at  level  of  service  E.    It  represents  the  most  0.91- 
vehicles  that  any  particular  intersection  can  accommodate.    At  1.00 
capacity  there  may  be  long  queues  of  vehicles  waiting  up-stream 
of  the  intersection  and  vehicles  may  be  delayed  up  to  several 
signal  cycles.    The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described 
as  poor. 

F    Level  of  Service  F  represents  a  jammed  condition.    Back-ups  from  1.00 
locations  downstream  or  on  the  cross  street  may  restrict  or 
prevent  movement  of  vehicles  out  of  the  approach  under 
consideration.    Hence,  volumes  of  vehicles  passing  through  the 
intersection  vary  from  signal  cycle  to  signal  cycle.    Because  of 
the  jammed  condition,  this  volume  would  be  less  than  capacity. 


*  Capacity  is  defined  as  Level  of  Service  E. 

SOURCE:    San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  Traffic  Division,  Bureau  of 
Engineering,  1965. 
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TABLE  E-7:       VEHICULAR  LEVEL  OF  SERVICE  GUIDELINES  FOR  VARIOUS  PEDESTRIAN 
VOLUME  LEVELS 


Pedestrians  Pedestrians  per  hour 

Volume  (One  Sidewalk ) 

Level  TJKM  SFDPW* 

Light  less  than  100 


Moderate 


100-200       less  than  300 


Level  of  Service  E 
Maximum  Lane  Volume 
(Vehicles  per  Hour) 

1500 
1380 


Moderately  High  200-500  300-600  1150 

Very  High  greater  than  500        600  920 

*  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  levels  are  from 

DPW   worksheet,  "Traffic  Signal  Priority  Calculations, 
Pedestrian  Volume  Ranges". 


SOURCE:     TJKM,  Transportation  Consultants;  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public 
Works 


TABLE  E-8: 

PEDESTRIAN  FLOW  REGIMEN 

FLOW  REGIME 

CHOICE 

CONFLICTS 

FLOW  RATE  (P/F/M)* 

percent  of 
Average    Capacity  used 

Open 

Free  Selection 

None 

0.5 

0.0-3.0  . 

Unimpeded 

Some  Selection 

Minor 

0.5-2 

3.1-11.0 

Impeded 

Some  Selection 

High  Indirect 
Interaction 

2-6 

n. 1-33.0 

Constrained 

Some  Restriction 

Mu 1 1  i  p 1 e 

6-10 

33.1-56.0 

Crowded 

Restricted 

High  Probabil ity 

10-14 

56  .1-78.0 

Congested 

All  Reduced 

Frequent 

14-18 

78.1-100.0 

Jammed** 

Shuffle  Only 

Unavoidable 

above  100.0 

*     P/F/M  = 

Pedestrians  per  foot  of 

a  effective  sidewalk  width  per 

minute. 

**    For  Jammed  Flow,  the  (attempted)  flow  rate  degrades  to  zero  at  complete 
breakdown. 


SOURCE:    Urban  Space  for  Pedestrians,  MIT  Press,  1975,  Cambridge,  MA. 
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EMPLOYMENT  TREND  APPROACH  TO  CUMULATIVE  ANALYSIS 

In  this  and  other  San  Francisco  EIRs,  a  land-use  type  of  approach  has  been 
used  to  estimate  employment  and  the  resultant  transportation  impacts  of  both 
the  proposed  project  and  cumulative  development.    An  alternate  type  of 
approach  is  to  forecast  travel  demand  based  upon  regional  projections  of 
employment  share  (employment  trend  approach) ./8/    Briefly,  the  fundamental 
differences  between  (and  limitations  of)  the  two  approaches  are:/9/ 

The  land-use  approach  (as  it  has  been  applied  in  this  EIR)  has  used  net  new 
office  space  actually  proposed  or  under  construction  (less  space  in  buildings 
demolished  to  make  way  for  new  buildings)  as  the  basis  for  travel  generation. 
The  land-use  approach  assumes  that  literally  all  of  the  currently  proposed 
development  in  the  downtown  area  will  be  constructed  and  fully  occupied  within 
the  time  frame  of  the  333  Bush  Street  project  development  and  occupancy.  No 
allowance  has  been  made  for  less  than  100  percent  occupancy,  for  proposed 
developments  that  are  never  constructed,  or  for  those  which  would  not  be 
occupied  within  the  time  frame  of  the  333  Bush  Street  project. 

The  employment  trend  approach  generates  a  total  increase  in  employment  in 
downtown  that  has  taken  account  of  loss  of  employment  as  industries  and 
offices  move  out  of  the  City,  replacement  of  one  type  of  industry  with  another 
(industry  shifts),  as  well  as,  replacement  of  existing  office  space  with  new 
office  space.    The  employment  trend  approach  makes  no  implicit  assumptions 
concerning  occupancy  rates  or  actual  square  footage  of  development 
constructed;  rather,  it  generates  total  employment  increases  from  a  standpoint 
which  assigns  jobs  by  metropolitan  sector  (area)  based  upon  extrapolation  of 
past  trends  and  which  considers  long-term  industry  shifts  to,  within,  and  away 
from  each  area. 

Note  that  neither  of  the  two  approaches  has  attempted  to  project  future 
changes  in  modal  split. 

To  illustrate  the  differences  in  projections  resulting  from  the  two 
approaches.  Table  E-9,  following,  shows  the  total  employment  projections  by 
the  two  methods  (and  the  project's  share  thereof),  the  regional  distribution 
of  trips,  and  Muni's  share  of  the  new  transit  travel  (and  the  project's  share 
thereof) . 
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As  shown  in  the  table,  the  employment  trend  approach  predicts  about  15  percent 
fewer  employees  in  the  downtown  and  about  eight  percent  more  riders  on  the 
Muni  than  does  the  land-use  approach.    The  employment  trend  approach  would 
thus  approximate  the  transit  demand  impacts  discussed  on  pages  14-15  of  the 
EIR.    Similar  conclusions  can  be  drawn  for  the  other  transit  agencies. 


TABLE  E-9:    COMPARISONS  OF  LAND-USE  AND  EI^'LOYMENT  TREND  APPROACHES 


Downtown 

Muni 

Employment 

Project 

Regional 

Trip  Share 

Peak-hour 

Project 

Approach  Increase 

Share* 

S.F.  Pen, 

.    E.B.  N.B. 

Increase** 

Share*** 

Land  Use  64,700 

3.1% 

49%  16% 

24%  11% 

12,000 

3.3% 

Empl.  Trend+  56,100 

3.6% 

50-  19% 

17-  10% 

12,900++ 

3.1% 

(maximum) 

54% 

21% 

NOTE:    As  explained  in  the  text,  comparisons  between  the  entries  for  the  two 
approaches  must  be  made  with  the  understanding  that  the  land-use  approach 
reflects  increases  in  employment  and  transit  demand  based  sole ly  upon 
increases  in  downtown  office  space,  while  the  employment  trend  approach 
reflects  total  increases  therein  based  upon  historical  trends.  The 
differences  among  the  regional  trip  share  figures  reflect  these  and  the  other 
differences  between  the  two  approaches. 


*Employment  generated  by  the  proposed  333  Bush  Street  project,  as  a  percent  of 
the  cumulative  downtown  employment  increase. 

**The  Muni  peak-hour  increase  is  a  demand  projection  (based  upon  existing  and 
long-term  employment  trends)  that  is  not  dependent  upon  available  or  expected 
transit  capacity. 

***Muni  peak-hour  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  333  Bush  Street  project,  as 
a  percent  of  the  cumulative  downtown  Muni  peak-hour  increase. 

+These  figures,  represent  the  worst-case  analysis  under  the  employment  trend 
approach  reviewed  and  accepted  by  MTC,  ABAG  and  Muni.    Note  that  the  land-use 
approach  entries  assume  that  an  additional  net  new  16.1  million  gross  square 
feet  of  office  space  will  come  on  line  by  late  1990. 

++Based  on  54  percent  regional  trip  split  to  San  Francisco  (worst-case). 


Several  considerations  concerning  both  of  the  methods  need  to  be  noted.  The 
land-use  approach,  as  it  has  been  applied  in  San  Francisco  EIR's,  analyzes 
impacts  for  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  whereas  the  employment  trend  approach  analyzes 
the  a.m.  peak.    Several  reasons  exist  as  to  why  one  peak  (or  the  other)  may  be 
the  better  one  to  analyze. 
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First,  the  p.m.  peak  may  be  more  useful  to  analyze,  in  that  actual  observation 
shows  that  the  p.m.  peak  has  a  greater  overall  effect  on  the  local  street 
network  and  transit  system  in  the  downtown  area  than  does  the  a.m.  peak,  as 
more  travel  takes  place  during  the  p.m.  peak.    Also,  transit  service  is  more 
inclined  to  differ  from  scheduled  times  during  the  p.m.  peak  than  during  the 
a.m.  peak,  as  operational  delays  have  had  an  8-  to  10-hour  period  over  which 
to  accumulate.    Finally,  the  on-ramps  to  the  freeway/bridge  system  are  greater 
bottlenecks  (in  the  p.m.  peak)  than  are  the  off-ramps  (in  the  a.m.  peak). 

Conversely,  the  peaking  characteristics  of  the  a.m.  peak  may  be  more  useful  in 
that  they  are  much  sharper  than  those  of  the  p.m.  peak  (i.e.,  a  greater 
percentage  of  the  peak-period  travel  occurs  during  a  single  hour).    Also,  as  a 
result  of  the  bridge  system  into  San  Francisco,  travel  inbound  into  the  City 
is  much  easier  to  document,  as  tolls  are  collected  on  the  inbound  direction  on 
the  Golden  Gate  and  Bay  Bridges.    Finally,  a  greater  proportion  of  the  travel 
occurring  during  the  a.m.  peak  is  employment-related;  the  p.m.  peak  also 
includes  shopping  and  pleasure  trips  which  are  not  directly  affected  by 
increased  office  space. 

The  land-use  approach,  as  it  has  been  used  in  this  Supplemental  EIR,  examines 
the  p.m.  peak  because  it  has  been  observed  to  be  the  worst  case  for  congestion 
on  the  City  transportation  system.    This  analysis  does  not  reflect  the 
spreading  of  the  p.m.  peak  that  is  currently  occurring,  as  all  of  the  new 
trips  have  been  assumed  to  take  place  in  a  single  hour. 

While  the  land-use  approach  assumes  all  new  office  space  is  fully  occupied, 
the  assumption . of  a  functional  vacancy  rate  of  5  percent  is  not  uncommon ./8/ 
With  16.1  million  square  feet  of  new  office  space  assumed  in  the  land-use 
approach  to  be  occupied  by  1990,  a  5  percent  vacancy  would  amount  to 
approximately  805,000  square  feet,  representing  7,200  employees  (at  250  square 
feet  per  employee),  600  of  which  would  ride  Muni  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  This 
adjustment  for  vacancy  would  thus  reduce  Muni  peak-hour  impacts  in  the 
cumulative  analysis  stated  above  by  these  600  riders. 
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The  land-use  approach  calculations  have  assumed  transit  capacity  to  be  fixed 
at  existing  levels.    The  OER  memorandum/8/  points  out,  "It  should  be 
recognized  that  transportation  is  a  more  'elastic'  resource  with  many  options 
for  expansion  including  increasing  existing  capacity  by  using  articulated 
vehicles,  expanded  car  pool  and  van  pool  programs  and  increasing  the  peak 
commuter  period  through  flex-time  programs,  among  others." 

If  future  office  development  does  not  occur  along  the  lines  of  the  past 
long-term  trends  as  assumed  in  the  employment  trend  approach,  then  the 
projections  made  in  Working  Paper  I  would  be  revised.    The  average  annual 
growth  during  the  period  1965-1980  was  less  than  the  growth  per  year  proposed, 
approved,  or  under  construction  for  the  period  1980-1984.    The  employment 
trend  approach  assumes  average  growth  through  1990  would  be  at  the  lower 
historic  rate,  reflecting  activity  fluctuations  from  the  current  rate 
including  slowdowns  due  to  changing  business  conditions. 

Until  a  forecast  exists  to  determine  how  the  current  decade's  cycle  of 
development  may  differ  from  the  past,  a  judgment  of  the  applicability  of 
results  from  Working  Paper  I  may  not  be  made.    Consequently,  this  EIR  has 
retained  the  1 and-use  approach  and  presented  this  comparison  of  the  employment 
trend  approach.    Both  methods  should  be  looked  upon  as  describing  potential 
scenarios  of  future  conditions. 

NOTES 

/!/  Land  uses  from  Draft  Second  Supplement  Yerba  Buena  Center  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report,  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  May  28, 

im 

/2/  Land  uses  from  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Area,  San 
Francisco,  California,  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report/Environmental  Impact 
statement,  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  certified  November  5, 

imr. — 

/3/  The  regional  distribution,  office  trip  generation,  trip  purpose  and  peak 
hour  percentage  are  from  Attachment  1  of  the  Guidelines  for  Environmental 
Impact  Review,  Transportation  Impacts  Department  of  City  P lanning, 
October  1980  and  the  modal  split  assignment  is  from  Attachment  2  supplemented 
by  survey  data  collected  by  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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/4/  Retail  trip  generation  is  from  Trip  Generation,  Institute  of 
Transportation  Engineers  (ITE),  1979.    Rates  have  been  adjusted  from  vehicle 
trip  ends  to  person  trip  ends  based  upon  an  assumed  vehicle  occupancy  of  1.4 
persons  per  vehicle.    The  survey  of  retail  travel  was  conducted  by 
Environmental  Science  Associates  at  Embarcadero  Center  on  Thursday, 
June  17,  1982  between  10:00  a.m.  and  4:00  p.m. 

/5/  The  percentage  of  work  and  non-work  trips  is  from  the  Guidel ines  (see  note 
1)  and  from  Urban  Travel  Patterns  for  Hospitals,  Universities,  Office 
Buildings,  and  Capitols,  Report  No.  62,  National  Cooperative  Highway  Research 
Program. 

/6/  East  Bay  auto  occupancy  is  from  data  collected  at  the  Bay  Bridge  toll 
plaza  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission;  North  Bay  auto  occupancy 
is  from  data  collected  at  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  toll  plaza  by  the  Golden  Gate 
Bridge,  Highway  and  Transportation  District;  Southern  Peninsula  auto  occupancy 
is  an  estimate  from  CalTrans. 

n I  The  occupancy  rate  is  from  The  Downtown  Traffic  and  Parking  Study,  San 
Francisco  Department' of  Public  Works,  1970. 

/8/  Department  of  City  Planning,  Working  Paper  I,  Projection  of  Long-range 
Transportation  Demand,  May,  1982,  prepared  in  cooperation  with  the 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC),  the  Association  of  Bay  Area 
Governments  (ABAG),  and  the  Municipal  Railway  (Muni).    Employment  trend  data 
was  compiled  by  ABAG  from  trends  in  County  Business  Pattern  (U.S.  Department 
of  Commerce,  Bureau  of  the  Census,  March  12,  1979),  with  1979  as  the  base  year 
for  future  projections  and  regional  distributions.    Modal  split  data  are  from 
the  1975  Travel  Survey  prepared  by  MTC. 

/9/  The  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review  (OER),  has 
issued  a  memorandum,  dated  July  2,  1982,  dealing  with  the  subject  of  the 
differences  in  the  1 and-use  and  employment  trend  approaches,  and  recommending 
that  both  approaches  be  used  in  future  EIRs  to  give  a  more  balanced  assessment 
of  future  peak  transportation  demand.    This  memorandum  is  on  file  with  and 
available  from  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  St.,  5th 
Floor.    The  memorandum  calls  out  some  of  the  fundamental  differences  between 
the  two  approaches  and  also  details  the  limitations  of  each  approach. 
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JAMMED  FLOW.  Space  per  pedestrian 
in  this  view  is  about  3.8  sq  ft  (0.35 
m^).  This  is  representative  of  the 
lower  half  of  the  speed-flow  curve, 
where  only  shuffling  movement  is 
possible  and  even  the  extremely  un- 


comfortable maximum  flow  rate  of 
25  people  per  min  per  ft  (82  per  m) 
of  walkway  width  cannot  be  attained 
due  to  lack  of  space.  Photograph  by 
Louis  B.  Schlivek. 


The  threshold  of  CONGESTED  FLOW. 
The  first  eleven  people  in  the  view 
have  about  1 6  sq  it  ( 1 .5  m^  )  per  per- 
son, corresponding  to  a  flow  rate  of 
about  15  people  per  min  per  ft  (49 
per  m)  of  walkway  width.  The  begin- 
nings of  congestion  are  evident  in 
bodily  conflicts  affecting  at  least  three 
of  the  walkers,  and  in  blocked  oppor- 
tunities for  walking  at  a  normal  pace. 


The  onset  of  CROWDED  FLOW,  with 
an  average  of  about  24  sq  ft  (2.2  m^  ) 
per  person,  or  a  flow  rate  of  about  10 
people  per  min  per  ft  (33  per  m)  of 
walkway  width.  Choice  of  speed  is  par- 
tially restricted,  the  probability  of 
conflicts  is  fairly  high,  passing  is  diffi- 
cult. Voluntary  groups  of  two,  of 
which  two  can  be  seen  in  the  picture, 
are  maintained,  but  cause  interference. 
Note  also  some  overflow  into  the  vehi- 
cular roadway  in  the  background. 


The  midpoint  of  the  CONSTRAINED 
FLOW  range,  with  about  30  sq  ft 
(2.8  m^  )  per  person,  or  a  flow  rate  of 
about  8  people  per  min  per  ft  (26  per 
m)  of  walkway  width.  The  choice  of 
speed  is  occasionally  restricted,  cross- 
ing and  passing  movements  are  possi- 
ble, but  with  interference  and  with 
the  likelihood  of  conflicts.  The  man  in 
the  dark  suit  seems  to  be  able  to  cross 
in  front  of  the  two  women  in  the  fore- 
ground quite  freely,  but  in  the  back- 
ground near  the  curb  people  are 
having  difficulty  with  passing  maneu- 
vers. 


SOURCE:  Pushkarev  and  Zupan 


FIGURE  E-4: 

Photos  of  Pedestrian  Flow  Levels 
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The  midpoint  of  the  IMPEDED 
ELOW  range,  with  about  75  sq  ft 
(6.9       )  per  person,  or  a  flow  rate  of 
about  4  people  per  min  per  ft  (13  per 
m)  of  walkway  width.  Physical  con- 
flicts are  absent,  but  pedestrian  navi- 
gation does  require  constant  indirect 
interaction  with  others.  This  rate  of 
flow  is  recommended  as  an  upper 
limit  for  the  design  of  outdoor  walk- 
ways in  shopping  districts  and  other 
dense  parts  of  downtown  areas. 


The  borderline  between  IMPEDED 
and  UNIMPEDED  FLOW,  with  about 
130  sq  ft  (12  m^)  per  person,  or  a 
flow  rate  of  about  2  people  per  min 
per  ft  (6.5  per  m)  of  walkway  width. 
Individuals  as  well  as  couples  visible  in 
this  view  have  a  choice  of  speed  and 
direction  of  movement.  This  rate  of 
flow  is  recommended  for  design  of 
outdoor  walkways  in  office  districts 
and  other  less  dense  parts  of  down- 
town areas. 


The  uneven  nature  of  UNIMPEDED 
ELOW.  While  the  people  walking  in 
the  plaza— which  is  17  ft  (5.2  m)  wide, 
compared  to  23  ft  (7  m)  in  the  preced- 
ing picture -  have  almost  130  sq  ft 
(12  m^)  per  person  on  the  average,  the 
space  allocation  for  the  eight  indivi- 
duals in  the  foreground  is  closer  to  70 
sq  ft  (6.4  m^).  Thus,  indirect  inter- 
action with  others  is  still  quite  fre- 
quent in  the  upper  range  of  UN- 
IMPEDED ELOW. 


Lower  range  of  UNIMPEDED  move- 
ment, approaching  OPEN  ELOW. 
About  350  sq  ft  (32.2  m^)  per  person, 
or  a  flow  rate  of  less  than  1  person  per 
min  per  ft  (3.3  per  m)  of  walkway 
width.  Complete  freedom  to  select  the 
speed  and  direction  of  movement;  in- 
dividuals behave  quite  independently 
of  each  other.  For  a  design  standard 
based  solely  on  pedestrian  density,  this 
amount  of  space  can  be  considered  ex- 
cessive. 


FIGURE  E-5: 

Photos  of  Pedestrian  Flow  Levels 

SOURCE:    Pushkarev  and  Zupan 
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TABLE  F-1:    SAN  FRANCISCO  AIR  POLLUTANT  SUMMARY  1978-1980 


STATION:    939  Ellis  St.  (1978-79)  and  900  23rd  St.  (1980),  San  Francisco 

POLLUTANT:  STANDARD  1978  1979  1980 

UZUNt  (03)  (Oxidant) 

1-hour  concentration  (ppm  /a/) 

Highest  hourly  average        0.10/b/  0.12/c,d/  0.11  0.08  0.09 

Number  of  standard  excesses  (state)  2  0  0 

Expected  Annual  Excess  (national )/d/  0.3  0.0  0.0 

CARBON  MONOXIDE  (CO) 

1-hour  concentration  (ppm) 
Highest  hourly  average 
Number  of  standard  excesses 
8-hour  concentration  (ppm) 
Highest  8-hour  average 
Number  of  standard  excesses 


35/c/ 

17 

20 

10 

0 

0 

0 

9/c/ 

9.4 

13.8 

7.5 

1 

1 

0 

NITROGEN  DIOXIDE  (NO2) 

1-hour  concentration  (ppm) 

Highest  hourly  average  0.25/b/  0.30       0.16  0.17 

Number  of  standard  excesses  4  0  0 


SULFUR  DIOXIDE  (SO2) 

24-hour  concentration  (ppm) 

Highest  24-hour  average  0.05/b/  0.024     0.034  0.018 

Number  of  standard  excesses/e,f/  0  0  0 


TOTAL  SUSPENDED  PARTICULATE  (TSP) 

24-hour  concentration  (ug/m^  /g/) 

Highest  24-hour  average  lOO/b/  128        117  173 

Number  of  standard  excesses/f/  1  1  6 

Annual  concentration  (ug/m^) 

Annual  Geometric  Mean  60/b/  42.6       42.0  52.1 

Annual  standard  excess  No         No  No 


/a/    ppm:    parts  per  million. 

/b/    California  standard,  not  to  be  equaled  or  exceeded. 

/c/    National  standard,  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  per  year  (except  for 

annual  standards  which  are  not  to  be  exceeded), 
/d/    The  national  ozone  standard  was  revised  from  0.08  ppm  to  0.12  ppm  in 

January,  1979,  and  is  now  expressed  in  terms  of  the  Expected  Annual 

Excess,  which  is  a  three-year  average  of  annual  excesses  of  the  0.12  ppm 

val ue . 

/e/    The  sulfur  dioxide  standard  is  considered  to  be  exceeded  only  if  there  is 
a  concurrent  excess  of  the  state  ozone  or  suspended  particulate  standards 
at  the  same  station.    Otherwise,  the  national  standard  of  0.14  ppm 
appl ies . 

/f/    Number  of  observed  excess  days  (measurements  taken  once  every  six  days), 
/g/    ug/m^:    micrograms  per  cubic  meter. 


SOURCE:    BAAQMD,  Air  Pollution  in  the  Bay  Area  by  Station  and  Contaminant; 
and  CARB,  Calitornia  Air  Quality  Data. 


414 


APPENDIX  G:    CONSTRUCTION  NOISE 


X.  Appendices 


A-WEIGHTED  SOUND 
PRESSURE  LEVEL, 
IN  DECIBELS 


CIVIL  DEFENSE  SIREN  (100') 

JET  TAKEOFF  (200') 
RIVETING  MACHINE 

EMERGENCY  ENGINE  GENERATOR  (6') 
D-C  FLYOVER  (700') 
NEW  YORK  SUBWAY  TRAIN  (20') 

PNEUMATIC  DRILL  (50') 
FREIGHT  CARS  (100') 
VACUUM  CLEANER  (10') 


SPEECH  (r) 
AUTO  TRAFFIC  NEAR  FREEWAY 
LARGE  TRANSFORMER  (200') 

AVERAGE  RESIDENCE 


SOFT  WHISPER  (5') 


RUSTLING  LEAVES  . 


THRESHOLD  OF  HEARING 


140 


130 


120 


110 


100 


90 


80 


70 


60 


50 


40 


30 


20 


10 


THRESHOLD  OF  PAIN 


ROCK  MUSIC  BAND 

PILEDRIVER  (50') 
AMBULANCE  SIREN  (100') 

BOILER  ROOM 
PRINTING  PRESS  PLANT 

GARBAGE  DISPOSAL  IN  HOME  (3') 
INSIDE  SPORTS  CAR,  50  MPH 


DATA  PROCESSING  CENTER 
DEPARTMENT  STORE 

PRIVATE  BUSINESS  OFFICE 
LIGHT  TRAFFIC  (100') 

TYPICAL  MINIMUM  NIGHTTIME 
LEVELS  -  RESIDENTIAL  AREAS 


RECORDING  STUDIO 
MOSQUITO  (3") 


(100')  =  DISTANCE  IN  FEET  BETWEEN 
SOURCE  AND  LISTENER 


SOURCE:  San  Francisco  Department  of       FIGURE  G-1:  Typical  Sound  Levels  Measured 

city  Planning,  Spear-Main  FEIR  .    ^.      _     .  ... 

in  the  Environment  and  Industry 
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APPENDIX  H:    GEOLOGY  AND  SEISMOLOGY 


TABLE  H-1:    GEOLOGIC  PROFILE  OF  SITE 


Based  on  a  geotechnical  analysis  hy  Harding  Lawson  Associates  for  the  site, 
the  following  geologic  profile  is  expected  (starting  at  the  surface): 

Geologic  Material  Thickness  of  Layer 

sand  fill,  poorly  compacted  with  18  to  32  ft. 
brick  fragments,  cinders  and  trash 

sand  clay  or  clayey  sand  10  to  15  ft. 

dense  sand  16  to  75  ft. 

weathered  bedrock  -  stiff,  hard  clay  3  to  6  ft. 

bedrock  (depth  below  surface)  57  to  113  ft. 

Water  level  was  located  at  approximately  35  ft.  below  the  ground  surface  in 
Spring,  1982. 


SOURCE:  Harding  Lawson  Associates,  Geotechnical  Investigation,  38  Story 
Office/Apartment  Building,  333  Bush  St.  San  Francisco,  Ca.. 


SEISMOLOGY 

The  earthquake  faults  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Region  are  shown  in 
Figure  H-1.    Both  the  San  Andreas  and  the  Hayward  Faults  have  a  recent  history 
of  major  and  minor  movements.    Large  and  small  earthquakes  can  be  expected  in 
this  region  in  the  future.    Within  the  next  60  to  170  years  (estimates  of 
recurrence  intervals  vary),  at  least  one  earthquake  of  the  magnitude  of  the 
1906  San  Francisco  earthquake  (about  8.3  on  the  Richter  scale  of  magnitude) 
and  several  earthquakes  comparable  to  the  1957  Daly  City  earthquake  (about  5.3 
on  the  Richter  scale)  may  be  expected  to  affect  the  proposed  project. 
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FIGURE  H-1: 

Major  Active  Faults  in  the 

San  Francisco  Bay  Area 


SOURCE:   Environmental  Science  Associates.  Inc. 
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